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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Ricnarp Wuire, solicitor, of 7, New-inn, Strand, has 
been appointed a Master in the Chancery Division. Mr. Wutrr 
was admitted in 1875. 





None or the Cause Lists have reached us in time for publica- 
tion this week, except the list of appeals and motions in bank- 
ruptey, which are sixty in number, as against forty at the 
commencement of the Hilary Sittings. 





In GENERAL a litigant who writes to the papers to complain of 
the terms in which judges have characterized his conduct does 
his cause no good: the presumption in favour of the judges is 
too strong for such a mode of appeal to be effective. But we 
are not surprised at Mr. Giucksrery, the unsuccessful appellant 
in the Olympia case, desiring to place before the public the letter 
in which Sir Gzorcz Lewis criticizes the imputation of actual 
fraud contained in the judgments recently delivered in the 
House of Lords. As a rule we should hesitate, upon the 
imperfect knowledge to be obtained from reports, to express 
dissent from such | eas fell from the Lord Chancellor and 
Lord MacnaGHTeEn ; but in commenting on the case last week we 
felt it incumbent upon us to suggest that the language was need- 
lessly harsh. Before Mr. Justice Wricut, indeed, Mr. GiucksTEIN 
was successful, and though he failed both in the Court of Appeal 
and in the House of Lords, yet Sir Gzorcz Lewis is able to 
quote a formidable array of opinions at the bar, including that 
of Mr. Cozzns-Harpy, in favour of a retention of profits which 
the highest tribunal has now stigmatized as grossly fraudulent. 
Our readers who have studied the case can judge for themselves 
whether these opinions were reasonable or not, but in the face 
of subsequent events it is intelligible that Mr. Grucksrer and 
Sir Gzorcz Lewis should desire it to be known that such 
opinions were given, 





CoNSIDERABLE INTEREST attaches to the clauses of the 
Australian Commonwealth Bill relating to the constitution of 
the Federal High Court and to appeals from Australian courts 
to the Privy Council. Upon first reading the clauses, which are 
numbered 73 and 74, it is not easy to say what is their exact 
effect, and it would have been a great improvement had the 
authors of the Bill stated in clear language what appeals were 
to be permitted, as well from State Courts as from the Federal 
High Court. But considering the manner in which the Bill was 
evolved, it is not surprising that it should be deficient in this 
respect. The details can be collected from a letter by Mr. J. H. 
CarruTHErs, of Sydney, which appeared in the Times of the 
12th inst., or from a clearly-written pamphlet by Mr. A. R. 
ButrerwortH, & member of the New South Wales bar, 
a copy of which has been forwarded to us. At the 
Adelaide Convention of 1897 a clause was carried by 
22 votes to 12 which expressly forbade any appeal to 
the Queen in Council ‘‘ from any court of any State, or from the 
High Court or any other Federal court; except that the Queen 
may, in any matter in which the public interests of the Common- 
wealth, or of any State, or of any other part of her dominions are 
concerned, t leave to appeal to the Queen in Council from 
the High Qoar .’ This proposed abrogation of the right of 
appeal aroused, however, considerable public opposition, and 
many petitions against it were presented by commercial and 
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other bodies. The opposition bore fruit in the Melbourne Con- 
vention of 1898, when an amendment was carried by 20 to 19 
adding the proviso, “ saving any right that her Majesty may be 
pleased to exercise by virtue of her royal prerogative.’”’ These 
are the words which preserve the right of appeal from the 
Supreme Court of Canada, and the intention probably was to 
place both Australia and Canada on the same footing in 
this respect. But the carrying of the amendment led to 
further conflicts, and the result was the passing of clause 74 
as it stands in the Bill shortly to be submitted to Parliament. 
This proposes to enact as follows : 

‘* No appeal shall be permitted to the Queen in Council in any matter 
involving the interpretation of this constitution or of the constitution of a 
State, unless the public interests of some part of her Majesty’s dominions, 
other than the Commonwealth or a State, are involved. 

‘* Except as provided in this section this constitution shall not impair 

any right which the Queen may be pleased to exercise by virtue of her 
royal prerogative, to grant ial leave of appeal from the High Court to 
her Majesty in Council. But the Parliament may make laws limiting the 
matters in which such leave may be asked.”’ 
The preceding clauses (71-73) provide for the creation of the 
Federal High Court, and confer upon it jurisdiction to hear 
appeals from courts of any State from which “ at the establish- 
ment of the Commonwealth an appeal lies to the Queen in 
Council.” It is also provided that the judgment of the High 
Court shall be ‘“‘ final and conclusive.” 





Ir wit be noticed upon the above provisions that there is no 
express statement that appeals shall lie direct from State courts 
to the Privy Council as well as to the Federal High Court. 
Apparently, however, the Bill does not affect any existing right 
of appeal, and, asin Canada, suitors in the Supreme Court of a 
State will have the option of carrying an appeal either to the 
chief court of the Commonwealth or to the Supreme Court of the 
Empire. But if the existing practice is to remain untouched in 
this respect, an innovation of serious import is attempted in the 
provision that no appeal shall be permitted to the Privy Council 
in matters involving the interpretation of the Federal constitution 
or of the constitution of a State, unless external interests are 
involved. Considering that the clause as originally framed 
proposed to allow appeals only in cases ‘‘in which the public 
interests of the Commonwealth, or of any State, or of any 
other part” of the Queen’s dominions were concerned, the 
change is remarkable, and seems to indicate that public 
men in Australia are not very clear as to the sort of appeal 
which they really want. The clause in its present form 
appears, indeed, to cut off from Imperial decision exactly 
those questions in which it would be most useful. We do not 
wish to minimize the importance of preserving appeals in 
questions involving points of private law. Decisions on such 
questions may be of great value as tending to the uniformity 
of law throughout the Empire, and this consideration is entitled 
to special weight in matters of commercial law. But, however 
desirous the Australians may be of keeping to themselves the 
interpretation of their own Federal and State constitutions, it 
should be remembered that this is inconsistent with the future 
position of the Australian Commonwealth as a constituent part 
of the Empire. Changes in the constitution they can initiate for 
themselves, but the interpretation of an existing constitution is 
a matter specially suited for the decision of a superior and a 

erfectly independent tribunal. At the same time, if the British 

arliament proposes to insist on the supremacy of the Privy 
Council as the final Court of Appeal for the Empire, it is 
essential that the constitution of the Judicial Committee 
should be reconsidered. For practical purposes it is not ona 
level with the House of Lords, and it loses in efficiency and 
Oignity from not having the outward semblance of a court 
of law. 


One or the most important decisions given for some time on 
the construction of the Food and Drugs Ac‘, 1875, was given by 
a Divisional Court last week, in the case of Robertson v. Harris. 
An information had been laid against a seller of milk under 
section 6 of the Act for selling milk diluted with water. In 
defence, the person charged relied upon section 25, which allows 
a defendant to avoid the penalty if he can shew that he bought 





the article in question “as the same in nature, substance, and 
quality as that demanded of him by the prosecutor, and with a 
written warranty to that effect,” and that he had no reason to 
believe the article was otherwise, and that he sold it in 
the same state as when he bought it. It was proved 
that the defendant had obtained the milk in question froma 
person who supplied him under the terms of a contract in 
writing dated about a year before the date of the alleged 
offence. By that contract the person undertook to sell, on 
certain terms therein mentioned, certain quantities of “ pure 
milk.”” Now, according to the decision in Laidlaw v. Wilson 
(42 W. R. 78; 1894, 1 Q. B. 74), a contract in writing to sell 
a ‘“‘pure” article isa sufficient warranty to satisfy section 25 
of the Act, and on the strength of this case the magistrate dis- 
missed the charge, but stated a case. The High Court has 
now reversed the magistrate’s decision and has held that he 
ought to have convicted, although the defendant had no reason 
to believe that the milk was adulterated, and although he 
sold it in the same state as he purchased it. The distinction 
between this case and Laidlaw v. Wilson is that in the latter case 
the contract or memorandum of sale referred to the specific 
article sold, and therefore the article had been bought “‘ with a 
written warranty.” In the recent case, however, the contract 
was entered into long before the specific article in question 
ever came into existence, and although the contract contained a 
warranty as to the quality of all milk to be delivered 
in the future under the agreement, it did not contain 
any direct reference to any specific quantity of milk which 
might be sold on any particular day in the future. The 
document in fact gave the defendant a cause of action for breach 
of warranty, but it did not save him from liability under the 
Act, because the written warranty did not accompany the 
purchase of the particular lot of milk in question. The facts in 
the case were very like those in Harris v. May (32 W. R. 595, 
12 Q. B. D. 97), but in that case it was arguable that the 
contract did refer to the specific quantity of milk in question. 
The words, however, of Lord Cotzrinaz, C.J., seem to be equally 
applicable to the recent case. The learned judge said: ‘It 
seems clear that the Legislature meant that a person 
seeking to protect himself against the penalty, and wishing 
to make himself perfectly safe in respect of the sale of a specific 
article, must shew that he had a proper specific warranty in 
writing in respect of that article from his vendor.”’ In short, the 
seller of an article cannot protect himself merely by shewing that 
another person has committed a breach of contract; he must 
shew that he is strictly within the words of the Act, and that he 
bought the article in question with a written warranty referring 
to that specific article. So that it is hardly safe for the seller of 
milk by retail to rely upon anything short of a warranty 
attached to each particular vessel in which he buys the milk. 





Tue case of Lbbetts v. Conquest (ante p. 378), decided by 
a Divisional Court (Bicuam and Pariumorg, JJ.), continues 
a litigation which has already contributed a leading case to 
the law of covenants to repair. It is nearly 200 years since 
Lord Hour, in Vivian v. Champion (2 Ld. Raym. 1125), expressed 
the opinion that in an action for breach of such a covenant, 
brought during the currency of the term, the damages should 
be measured by the amount required to put the panes into 
repair; but this test has not been adopted, and it has been 
repeatedly recognized that the damages are to be determined 
by considering the actual depreciation in the value of the 
reversion caused by the breach of covenant. The true question, 
it was said in Doe v. Rowlands (9 C. & P. 784), is to what extent 
is the reversion injured by the non-repair of the premises? 
In the case of Conquest v. Ebbetts (45 W.R. 50; 1896, A. C. 
490) it was held that, in applying this test as between a sub- 
lessor and a sub-lessee, it was proper to take into account the 
liability of the sub-lessor under the similar covenants in the 
head-lease. Hence the injury to the value of the leasehold 
reversion was held to be increased by the liability df the sub-lessor 
to deliver up the premises in good repair at the end of the original 
term. Thus, where the estimated cost of putting the premises into 
repair was £1,500, and the sub-term had only three and a-half 
years to run, the damages were assessed at £1,305—that is, at 
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the full sum of £1,500, less a rebate in respect of the 
unexpired residue of the term. The leasehold reversion on the 
sub-term was in this case a nominal reversion of ten days. 
The sub-term expired in September, 1898, and then arose the 
question, which has been raised in the present action, of the 
liability of the sub-lessee on his covenant to yield up in repair. 
Ordinarily the measure of damages for breach of this covenant 
is the cost of putting the premises into the state of repair in 
which they ought to have been left, whether, in fact, the 
lessor really requires to have the repairs done or no: 
Joyner v. Weeks (389 W. R. 583; 1891, 2 Q.B. 31). But 
in the present case it was contended by the sub- 
lessee that the recovery of damages in the previous action 
cleared off all questions between the parties as to non- 
repair up to the date as at which those damages 
were assessed—namely, March, 1895, and that he was only 
liable for additional breaches since that date—the measure of 
damages being the cost in September, 1898, of restoring the 
premises to the state in which they were in March, 1895. This, 
however, is inconsistent with Henderson v. Thorn (41 W. R. 509; 
1893, 2 Q. B. 164), where the circumstances were similar, save 
that in the action during the currency of the term the damages 
were not assessed by the court, but were agreed between the 
parties. In the action at the end of the term the damages were 
held to have been properly estimated by the official referee by 
taking the cost of repairing the premises and crediting the lessee 
with the sum already paid by him in the former action. A like 
decision was given in the present case of Ebbetts v. Conquest. 
The action on the covenant to yield up in repair has, indeed, no 
direct connection with the prior action on the covenant to kee 
in repair, and the ordinary measure of damages applies as though 
no such prior action had been brought. Obviously, however, 
the plaintiff cannot be allowed to recover twice over in respect 
of the same injury, and the matter is adjusted by requiring him 
to bring the former damages into account. 





An Agricultural Holdings Bill of a more ambitious character 
than the Government measure on which we recently commented 
has been introduced in the House of Commons by Mr. 
CuanninG. Its object, as stated in the prefatory memorandum, 
is to consolidate the laws relating to agricultural holdings in 
Englarm ; to equitably extend the principles of compensation 
for improvements adopted in the Agricultural Holdings Act, 
1883, and the subsequent Acts relating to allotments and 
cottage gardens and to market gardens; to remove defects 
which decided cases have revealed in the Act of 1883 ; to prevent 
loss to tenants by capricious eviction ; to abolish the mght to 
distrain for rent ; to simplify and cheapen the present procedure 
by the appointment of agricultural arbitrators; and to place 
landlord and tenant on the same footing as regards making 
claims. It is proposed to repeal the existing compensation 
Acts and the Bill aims at ies “a complete code deter- 
mining the rights of landlords and tenants.of agricultural 
holdings of all sizes.” For those who wish to study 
the Bill the draftsman has provided welcome assistance 
by referring in the margin to the corresponding clauses of the 
existing statutes, and to the decisions which it is intended to 
override. Moreover, the prefatory memorandum calls attention in 
detail to the changes which it is proposed to make. The Bill agrees 
with the Government Bill in proposing the abolition of penal 
rents, and under such rents only the damage actually suffered is 
to be recoverable (clause 7). But it goes a good deal further 
than the Government Bill when in clause 8 it proposes to give 
compensation for disturbance; in other words, a tenant is to 
receive compensation (in addition to compensation for improve- 
ments) for any loss he sustains by reason of quitting his holding 
in pursuance of a notice to quit, unless the notice has been 
given either for non-payment of rent, or for persisting in 
committing waste or other conduct prejudicial to the holding 
after notice to desist. Both landlord and tenant are required to 
make their claims at least twenty-eight days before the determi- 
pation of the tenancy (clause 9), The Government Bill, as we have 
seen, proposes to allow claims to bemade within three monthsafter 
the tenancy, and is thus more favourable to the tenant. The 
Bill proposes the entire abolition of the right of distress in the 





case of agricultural holdings, and nullifies all agreements to the 
contrary (clause 43). The most interesting part, perhaps, is the 
proposal for simplifying the procedure upon claims for compen- 
sation, this being the main object of the Government Bill. Mr. 
Cuannine’s Bill proposes, in clause 24, that the Board of Agri- 
culture shall appoint for every county, or for groups of counties, 
one or more fit persons to be agricultural arbitrators, who 
shall have a practical knowledge of the agriculture of the county 
or counties. Each arbitrator will have a district assigned to 
him, and upon a dispute arising in his district in reference to 
the amount or mode and time of payment of compensation under 
the Act, it will be referred to the arbitrator (clause 10). The 
arbitrator’s decision will be final, save on points of law which 
may be submitted to the county court, the decision of the county 
court judge on such points Aden final. This last proposal 
will deserve consideration when the corresponding parts of 
the Government Bill are under discussion. 





Questions as to the adjustment of the property and liabilities 
of local authorities where the areas of their jurisdiction have 
been altered arise so frequently that any judicial decision upon 
the statutes regulating their adjustment deserves attention. 
In Reg. v. The Local Government Board (decided by Bicnam and 
CHANNELL, JJ., on the 7th inst.) exception was taken to the 
provision for adjustment made by the Board upon the 
alteration of a poor law union. By orders of the Board, 
made in 1898, the parish of Willesden was taken out of 
the Hendon Union and made into a separate poor law 
district, with guardians of its own. In such a case the 
Board is required by section 32 of the Poor Law Act, 1834, 
to ascertain the proportionate value to the severed parish of the 
workhouses of the union and of “ other property held or enjoyed 
by such union for the use of the poor or benefit of the 
ratepayers therein,” and to fix the amount to be received 
or paid by the parish. Under the Local Government 
Act, 1888, the guardians of the Hendon Union receive 
annually from the Middlesex County Oouncil certain fixed 
contributions towards the remuneration and salaries of the 
registrars of births and deaths and poor law officers and 
the provision of medical appliances. The Local Government 
Board, by their orders, dealt with these annual payments 
as “property” of the Hendon Union which ought to be 
adjusted under section 32 of the Act of 1834. They directed 
that, year by year as these sums were received, they should 
be apportioned according to the rateable value for the time 
being of the Hendon Union and the parish of Willesden, 
and that the amount apportioned to the parish should be paid 
by the Hendon G i to the Willesden Guardians. It 
was objected, on the part of the Hendon Guardians, that 
these sums were not property within the meaning of 
section 32, and secondly, that the Board had not ascer- 
tained the proportionate value. The court held that 
these sums, being fixed annual payments, were pro 5 
and it is difficult to see how the contrary proposition could be 
supported. They also held that the order providing a means for 
ascertaining the proportion to be paid to the parish in each 
year did in effect ascertain the proportionate value and fix the 
amount to be paid, although the actual sum would vary 
according to the increase or decrease of the respective rateable 
values of the union and the — By this part of their 
decision the court have given effect to an arrangement which, 
although not within the strict letter of the statute, is a sensible 
and just settlement of the difficulty. 








There are at present (says the Japan Times, quoted in an American legal 
journal) about one hundred vacancies for judges and public procurators 
in local courts throughout the country; and in consequence of the 
judiciary being thus short-handed, much delay has been experienced in 
— through with various criminal cases and other suits filed in court. 

is state of things will, however, be thoroughly remedied in May of next 
year, when the judicial authorities will be enabled to fill the above 





vacancies by ne those now engaged in ow practices to the 
posts of the judges and public procurators. Such practitioners number 
eighty-five altogether, and the re’ vacancies will be filled up by 
picking out proper candidates from among the practising advocates. 
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LANDOWNERS’ PERSONAL LIABILITY FOR RENT- 
CHARGES. 


Tue hardship inflicted on landowners by the application to 
agricultural land, in its present days of depression, of the 
doctrine of the well-known case of Zhomas v. Sylvester (21 W. R. 
912, L. R. 8 Q. B. 368) has been recently illustrated by an 
interesting decision in the case of Gatrill v. Papillon, which 
came before Judge Lumizy SmirH at the end of last 
month. It will be remembered that in Zhomas v. Sylvester it 
was held that, since the abolition of real actions by 3 & 4 Will. 4, 
c. 27, s. 36, an action of debt will lie for the recovery of a 
rent-charge, and that, consequently, the owner of a rent-charge 
is entitled to a personal judgment against the tenant in fee in 
possession of the land charged. 

The facts in Gatrill v. Papillon were, shortly, as follows: By 
a deed-poll, dated in 1844, and substantially following the 
statutory form provided by 1 & 2 Vict. c. 20,8. 21, one ErizaBeru, 
therein described as tenant in fee simple of the freehold 
heriditaments known as the Moors estate intended to be thereby 
charged, after a recital that she was desirous of making a 
provision in manner thereinafter expressed for the maintenance 
of the incumbent of a chapel then intended to be built for 
celebration of divine worship according to the doctrine and 
rights of the Church of England, in consideration of five 
shillings expressed to be paid to her by the Governors 
of Queen Anne’s Bounty, by way of conveyance, and not 
of covenant or warranty of title, granted to the governors, 
their successors and assigns, the clear rent-charge or 
annual sum of £60, to be issuing out of and charged 
upon the aforesaid Moors estate, to hold the same unto 
the governors, their successors and assigns, from the day 
of the consecration of the aforesaid chapel, to be by them 
applied to the perpetual augmentation of the maintenance of 

e incumbent of such chapel: Provided always that nothing 
in such deed-poll contained should extend to charge the 
person of her the said Exizaseru with the payment of the 
said rent-charge, but only to charge therewith the aforesaid Moors 
estate upon which the same was thereby charged. The intended 
chapel was shortly afterwards built, and a district was duly 
assigned to it, and by a deed, dated in 1846, under the hands 
and seals of the Queen Anne’s Bounty Governors, the rent-charge 
was annexed to the chapelry, to be thenceforth held and 
enjoyed therewith. Exizanxztu, by her will dated in 1844, after 
a recital of the deed-poll creating the rent-charge, devised 
the Moors estate and all other her real estate, but as to the 
Moors estate so subject and charged as aforesaid, to Tuomas 
and his heirs, in trust nevertheless for his son Purp, his 
heirs and assigns, for ever. The will of ExizaserH was proved 
by one of the executors named therein, and, shortly after her 
death in 1854, Puizip entered into possession of all her real 
estate, andcontinued in such possession until his death on the 16th 
of August, 1899. Forsome years prior to his death the rents of 
the Moors estate had been quite insufficient to provide the rent- 
charge in full, and, the payments latterly made by Putt to the 
incumbent of the chapelry having been limited to the amount 
of the actual rents from time to time received from the 
Moors estate, there was a sum of about £40 unpaid at Purir’s 
death, representing arrears of the rent-charge accrued in 
his lifetime which the rents had been insufficient to pay. 
The present incumbent of the chapelry, who had been the 
incumbent for several years past, now sued Purip’s executor 
for this sum of £40. It was admitted that the annual rents of 
the Moors estate were insufficient to provide the rent-charge in 
full, and that there were assets of Puitir to satisfy the arrears 
if they were properly recoverable against his general personal 
estate. 

The question was raised by consent in proceedings in the 
Westminster County Court before His Honour Judge Lumuzy 
Surrn. The plaintiff’s counsel relied on the decision in Thomas 
v. Sylvester (ubi supra). Counsel for the defendant sought to dis- 
tinguish the present case on the following grounds: (1) That 
the rent-charge in question was created by voluntary grant, and 
that its owner had no rights in respect of it beyond those 
expressly conferred by the grantor or by the statute which 
enabled it to be granted; (2) that the proviso in the original 





deed-poll as to exemption from personal liability was sufficient 
to make the land the only security for the rent-charge; (3) 
that a rent-charge of this nature, being the creature 
of a statute, and substantially following in its creation 
the statutory form, had only attached to it for its recovery 
the special and particular remedies by such statute annexed 
to it; (4) that, as the ground of personal liability in such 
cases was the taking of the estate of the original grantor, 
the defendant’s testator was not liable here, inasmuch as, in 
taking such estate, he would take with it the original exemption 
from personal liability; and (5) that, by the interposition of a 
trustee in the devise of the Moors estate, Exizasern had 
sufficiently shewn an intention to displace Pare from a suc- 
cession to the actual estate held by herself. It was contended 
accordingly, on behalf of the defendant, that the plaintifi’s 
remedy was limited to the receipt of the actual amount of the 
rents and his power of distress, coupled possibly with such 
relief (if any) as he might be able to obtain in the Chancery 
Division by sales of the land from time to time to raise the arrears. 

Judgment was reserved, and was delivered on the 30th of last 
March, when the county court judge, after stating shortly the 
nature of the claim and the facts, and observing that the Moors 
estate was, and had for some time been, practically worthless, 
and that the deceased owner had nevertheless voluntarily paid 
the rent-charge in full for some years after the rents had fallen 
much below its amount, and had subsequently regularly handed 
over all that he had received from the estate, held that the 
plaintiff was entitled to recover the full amount claimed. The 
material part of the judgment was as follows: ‘‘The case of 
Thomas v. Sylvester decided that, since the abolition of real 
actions in 1833, the owner of a rent-charge can sue the ¢erre 
tenant personally for the arrears. In that case the rent- 
charge had been created before 1833, but the decision 
was treated as applicable to a rent-charge created after 1833 
in Booth v. Day (51 L. T. N. 8S. 895). The subsequent case 
of Pertwee v. Townsend (1896, 2 Q. B. 129) though dealing 
with a rent-charge created under a statute, seems to be of 
general application, and it was so treated by Srre.ive, J., 
in Re Herbage Rents (1896, 2 Ch. 811). I understand it to 
decide that the rent-charge owner may recover, not merely 
the profits which the terre tenant has derived from the 
land, but the total amount of the rent-charge. Primd facie, 
therefore, unless there is something peculiar about the rent- 
charge, the plaintiff is entitled to what he claims. But it is 
contended for the defendant that, inasmuch as the deed-poll 
is substantially in the form given in the statute i & 2 Vict. 
c. 20, s. 21 (a Queen Anne’s Bounty Act, 1838), and that 
section expressly attaches a power of distress, there can 
be no other remedy than by distress. Ido not think that this 
contention is well founded. The power to hold rent-charges was 
not given to the Governors of Queen Anne’s Bounty by the 
statute in question. They had it long before, by charters from 
Queen Anne: see Hodgson’s account of Queen Anne’s Bounty, 
and statutes of 3 Anne c. 11, s. 4, 43 Geo. 3, c. 107; and 
perhaps other statutes. All that the Act of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 20, 
8s. 21, desired to do was to make short forms of deeds as sufficient 
as longer forms. This appears from the initial words of section 
20, and I think from the saving words of section 24. Accordingly 
section 20 gives a short form for grants of rent-charges. It was 
usual to insert in every deed which created a rent-charge a 
clause for distress: see Woodfall’s Landlord and Tenant 
(ed. 16), at p. 404, and the authorities cited there. To avoid 
lengthening the forms by inserting such aclause in the statutory 
form, the statute enacted that the grantees under the 
statutory short forms should have a power of distress. I do not 
think that this would deprive them of other remedies. I may 
add that, apart from these considerations, I am disposed to 
think that Pumir, by accepting under the will the estate 
of Moors, subject and charged, as stated in the will, with the 
rent-charge, made himself personally liable for the amount of 
the charge: see Booth v. Day (ubi supra).” 

It may perhaps be doubted whether the decision would have 
orice FF itself to the testatrix could she have foreseen it, 


but it is probably in accordance with the present state of 
the authorities, although a case of much hardshi 
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PATENTS FOR COMBINATIONS. 
Ir 


BzrorE discussing the judgment of the House of Lords 
in the case of Kynock v. Webb (17 R. P. C. 100), to which we 
referred last week, it is necessary to observe that prior to 
the date of Wesn’s patent an apparatus for concentrating 
sulphuric acid had been invented and patented by one Cxancz. 
This apparatus had been publicly used but only with moderate 
success. OHANOE’s apparatus resembled Wess’s in consisting of 
a series of glass vessels placed on steps in the heating chamber : 
each of these vessels being made with an overflow spout and 
having placed in it a glass tube reaching down to its bottom 
from the spout of the next higher vessel ; but Wzss’s apparatus 
differed from Cuancz's in certain details—e.g., in the shape of 
the vessels and in the arrangements of the heating chamber, and 
the majority, if not all, of the judges before whom the case 
came concurred in holding that Wzxsn’s apparatus was a great 
improvement upon Cuancz’s, and that the improvement was a 

tentable invention although it had not been properly claimed. 

ut all the law. lords agreed in holding that Wess’s 
claim was too wide, inasmuch as it covered CHANcE’s apparatus 
and was not restricted to WEBB’s improvement, and therefore the 
patent was invalid. The judgmeut of the Lord Chancellor 
substantially consisted in adopting the quotation from Lord 
Justice Frrzerszon, given last week. Lord Morris, in the course 
of a very short judgment, said: ‘ Wxss’s specification and claim 
are, in my opinion, bad, because he claims too much. The 
claim should have been limited to the combination or arrange- 
ment, and for the reasons given by Lord Justice Firzerszon, 
which I adopt in their entirety and which, in my opinion, 
cannot be improved on, I concur with him that the claim is 
not on a fair construction so limited.” 

Lord Suanp delivered a long and elaborate judgment, in the 
course of which he propounded this question: “Bearing in 
mind that the specification is for a combination of parts that were 
old, has the respondent sufficiently ascertained or described his 
invention?” In answering this question Lord Suanp dealt at 
considerable length with the cases of Foxrwell v. Bostock and 
Harrison vy. Anderston Foundry Co., to which we referred last 
week. As to the first, he said in effect that Lord Wesrsury 
therein laid down that if the specification of a patent for a com- 
bination of materials or apparatus, the main parts of which 
were kfiown before, does not ascertain or describe the inven- 
tion as an improved apparatus only, so as to distinguish it in its 
essential features from the apparatus known and in previous use, 
and limits the claim so as to cover only the real addition to what 
was known before, the patent is bad. He proceeded as follows : 
“The respondents’ counsel maintained that the authority of 
Foxwell v. Bostock to the effect now stated, if not destroyed, 
was at least greatly impaired or modified by the judgment in 
the Anderston Foundry case. A careful examination of that case 
has, however, satisfied me that this is not so. This last case 
was one in which the House, by the course the case had taken, 
had absolutely nothing before them but the specification.” 
He observed that in Foxwell v. Bostock Lord Wxstsury had all 
the facts relating to the combination claimed and to previous 
combinations before him, and that in the Anderston Foundry case 
the House had nothing before them but a specification which 
well described that which was ex facie a new combination. The 
patent was upheld, but only for the purpose of remitting the 
case to the court below to ascertain the effects at a new trial, at 
which trial the validity of the patent could be impeached. 

In dealing with Wess's specification Lord Sanp said that 
Wess had clearly described his own apparatus or combination, 
but had made no reference to the previous state of knowledge or 
the previously existing apparatus, and had given no indication 
of those particular features of improvement in which alone his 
invention consisted, and proceeded : ‘‘ A specification so framed 
may be, as was found in the case of the Anderston Foundry Co., 
prima facie sufficient, because it may be said, as was said in that 
case ‘the combination is the invention,’ and the case may be 
one in which all the essential features of the spparatus 
or process may be entirely novel. It seems to me that it is 
quite otherwise where the patentee is only using means or 


consists substantially only in a new combination of them. In 
such a case I think the patentee must state what are the 
characteristics which distinguish his invention from that of 
previous apparatus, so as to shew that he does not claim the 
exclusive right to prevent the use of such previously-known 
apparatus. In short, I think.that in such a case a patentee is 
not entitled, ignoring all that was known and in use before, 
simply to give a description of his combination in the specifica- 
tion he has filed, although the invention is for an improvement 
only. He might thus leave it to the court, when all the facts 
as to previous knowledge and use have been ascertained by 
evidence, with a claim for his apparatus expressed in general 
terms only, to find out and say wherein the improvement 
consists, or have it in his power, himself or by an ingenious 
counsel, to fall back on such special points not so presented 
or described in his specification and represent these as the 
improvements which he claims to have made, although in his 
specification he has not described or ascertained these. The 
essence of the invention is the improvement. The patentee 
has not, I think, in such a case as this ascertained or 
described his improvement, if he has not distinguished 
it and made it clear wherein the improvement consists,” 
Lord Suanp concluded his judgment by saying that the views 
of Lord Justice Frrzarsson and Lord Justice Hotmezs, as to the 
effect of the wide terms of the claim and the absence of any 
distinction between what was old and what was new and was 
the real improvement, were sound—‘.¢., he held the specification 
was insufficient, and therefore that the ap ought to succeed. 
Lord Davey, in his judgment, went mainly on the ground that 
Wess did not by his invention claim to be the inventor of any 
improvement on CHance’s machine, and his claim was for the 
combination, and that his claim was wide enough to cover all 
Cuance had invented and described. He said: “It is, in my 
opinion, an elementary principle of patent law that a man 
cannot introduce some variation or improvement, whether 
patentable or not, into an old apparatus or machine, and then 
claim as his invention the whole apparatus; and that is, as I 
understand it, the principle of Forwell v. Bostock as explained in 
later cases. In such a case the patentee must point out the 
novelty which he claims to have invented.” 

It is worth noticing that, although Harrison v. Anderston 
Foundry Co. and Clark v. Adie (2 App. Cas. 313), were 
cited and commented upon in this case, Moore v. Bennett 
(1 R P. ©. 129), was not, nor was Jerry v. Société 
des Lunetiers (13 R. P. C. 664), which came before Lord Justice 
Romer (then Mr. Justice Romer) in 1896. In his judgment in 
this case, Lord Justice Romer, dealing with Foxwell v. Bostock, 
said : ‘That case, and the authorities on which it is founded, have 
been since explained by the courts, and it has been pointed out 
that they really only amount to this—that where a claim is 
made to a general combination, if the combination is not new 
but there is only an improvement in some part, then the 
patentee must point out and claim for the improvement and not 
for the whole combination. If the claim is for a combination 
and the combination is a novelty—and I think that is the case 
in the patent before me—then the patentee need not point out 
how far he claims novelty for particular portions which go to 
make up the combination.” The view thus expressed by Lord 
Justice Romer seems to us to be accurate, unless it has been altered 
by the subsequent case of Hynock v. Webb (ubi supra). We 
do not think that it has been so altered, and we imagine that it 
may be taken to be a correct expression of the law at the 
present day. Therefore, in the specification of a patent fora 
machine consisting of various old parts in combination, you may 
claim for the combination, and if the combination is new that is 
enough, but if the combination is not new and the merit of your 
invention consists in an improvement upon some one or more of 
the old parts of the old combination, you must make it clear 
upon the face of your specification that you only claim for the 
combination plus the improvements, and not for the combination 
alone. In Aynock v. Webb the House of Lords beld that the 
tentee had claimed for the combination per se and not for the 
improved combination. What they decided was that the 
patentee’s claim was too wide, but we do not think that the 
House of Lords intended to lay down that in a patent for a com- 
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exact invention in the claim itself, or that if a patentee makes it 
a, clear in the body of his specification what it is he puts 

orward as having invented and desiring to protect, and he 
expressly limits himself to that, it is necessary to repeat it all 
over again in the claiming clause. 


REVIEWS. 
REGISTRATION OF BIRTHS, DEATHS, AND MARRIAGES. 


THE STATUTES RELATING TO THE REGISTRATION OF BIRTHS, DEATHS, 
AND MARRIAGES; WITH NoTEs, CASES, AND APPENDICES. By 
HERBERT Davey and SypNEY DAvEy, B.A., LL.B., Barristers-at- 
Law. Hadden, Best, & Co. 


The authors have dealt with their subject in an exhaustive manner, 
and have produced a useful little book. The greater part of it is 
specially adapted to the needs of the officials who administer these 
Acts, but the book will appeal also to a wider circle. In particular 
the appendices will be of general use in investigations of pedigree; 
they contain bits of the Marriage Confirmation Acts and of numerous 
records and registers the existence of which is not widely known 
outside Somerset House. The Index is good. 











PRIVATE BILLS. 


THE Ricuts oF LocaAL AUTHORITIES AS REGARDS PRIVATE BIILs. 
By C. E. Attan, M.A. LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


This little book deals with a limited subject, but it is a subject 
which is not very fully covered in any one book either on local 
ernment or on Parliamentary procedure. Its aim is to explain 
e rights possessed by the various local authorities of promoting and 
opposing Billsin Parliament. Except for one unfortunate error, the 
law of the subject is carefully and accurately set forth. The error 
alluded to is contained in the statement that the London Government 
Act, 1899, confers no additional power in respect of the promotion of 
Bills by London local authorities. Section 6 (6) of the Act has 
apparently escaped the notice of the author: that section puts the 
metropolitan borough councils in precisely the same position as 
ordinary municipal corporations in this respect, and expressly extends 
to these metropolitan authorities the provisions of the Borough Funds 
Act, 1872, which hitherto has bad no application to the metropolis. 


AMERICAN RAILWAY BONDS. 


THe Law oF Rattrway Bonps AND MORTGAGES IN THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA. WITH ILLUSTRATIVE CASES FROM ENGLISH 
AND COLONIAL CourTs. By Epwarp LyMAn Snort, of the New 
York Bar. Boston: Little, Brown, & Co. 


The existence of this volume is a striking illustration of the different 
circumstances of English and American railways. In this country 
it is very seldom that railway bond-holders feel any doubt about their 
securities or have occasion to take proceedings to enforce them. 
There are, of course, exceptions to the rule, and Gardner v. London, 
Chatham, and Dover Railway Co. (L.R. 2 Ch. 201) at once suggests itself 
as @ case where the effect of a railway debenture came in question. 
Bat there has been no need for any separate treatment of this branch 
of law upon the scale undertaken in the work before us. This 
result is partly due no doubt to the salutary restrictions which 
with us have been imposed upon the exercise of borrowing 
powers by railway companies. As a general rule, com- 
panies incorporated by special Act of Parliament can borrow 
money only within the limits and in the manner authorized by the 
Act (see section 38 of the Companies Clauses Act, 1845), and special 
restrictions are imposed in the case of railway companies (see the 
Railway Companies Powers Act, 1864, and the Railway Companies 
Securities Act, 1866). In the United States the power to borrow 
seems to be more freely recognized, and in a passage quoted at p. 
162 of the present work it is stated that ‘‘ corporations created for the 
construction of railroads, in the absence of limitation or restraint by 
statute, have power at common law to borrow money, and to make 
bills, bonds, and promissory notes for its repayment, and may mort 
their real and personal property to secure debts thus aentel.” ta 
many instances, however, special restrictions have been placed on the 
issue of railway bonds, and these are given for the various States, 
arranged in alphabetical order, in the notes to pp. 4-12. But 
whatever may be the reason for the superior wealth of American law 
on this head, a glance at Mr, Short’s bulky volume will leave on the 
reader’s mind no doubt that it exists; and it will leave also no doubt 
as to the minuteness and care with which the author has dealt with his 
subject. ‘‘The chief value of a text-book to the practitioner,” says 
Mr. Short, in his preface, ‘‘lies in the fact that, when properly com- 





piled, it will enable him to find any point in the law of his subject 
which has either been decided, discussed, or even referred to 
incidentally.” Constructed, as it is, upon these lines, the book can 








hardly fail to be of value in tracing the intricacies of the American 
law of railway bonds. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

A Selection of Leading Cases in the Common Law, With Notes, 
By WALTER SHIRLEY SHIRLEY, Barrister-at-Law. Sixth Hdition, 
By RicHarD Watson, LL.B. (Lond,), Barrister-at-Law. Stevens «& 
Sons (Limited). 

Australian Federation and the Privy Council. By ARrTuvR 
REGINALD BUTTERWORTH, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). Price 1s, 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


Court of Appeal. 
REG. v. BULLIVANT AND OTHERS. No.1. 10th April. 


PracticE—Propvuction or Documents —Privitece—So.icitor, ExAmra- 
TION OF—ATTEMPT TO EvADE Provisions or SrarurzE—ADMINISTRA- 
TION AND Propate Act (Victoria), 1890 (54 Vicr. No. 1060). 


Appeal from an order of Mathew, J., at chambers. An information was 
filed by the Attorney-General for Victoria, Australia, in the Supreme 
Court of that colony, against the executors of the will of James Austin 
(deceased) to recover duty. The information alleged that in 1894 and 
1895 the testator, by voluntary deeds, conveyed certain real estate in 
Victoria, of which he was seised in fee simple, to trustees upon 
certain trasts, and aleo assigned a mortgage debt on real estate 
in Victoria to trustees upon similar trusts, and that each of 
the conveyances and the assignment were voluntary, and were 
made with intent to evade the payment of duty in Victoria under 
the Administrati n and Probate Act (Victoria), 1890. The informa- 
tion claimed a declaration to that effect and payment of the duty. 
The trusts of the deeds were in favour of the testator’s sons and daughters. 
The deeds were prepared by a firm of solicitors in England, and the 
testator died there in 1896. The defendant S. A., a member of the 
firm of solicitors who prepared the deeds, was an executor of the will 
so far as regarded the testator’s property in Great Britain, and the two 
other defendants were executors so far as regarded the property elsewhere. 
A commission was issued from the Victorian court to take the evidence 
here of, amongst others, 8. A. In his examination he admitted that 
he had a diary in which were entered the instructions given by the 
testator for the preparation of the deeds, but he objected to produce it on 
the ground that it was held by him and his partner as solicitors to the 


testator in their professional character, and as their private property, and . 


was a professional document containing entries of communications of a pro- 
fessional and confidential character for the purpose of obtaining legal advice. 
Upon a summons at chambers Mathew, J., ordered the witnessto produceany 
books containing the instructions given by the testator with reference to the 
preparation of the deeds. The defendants appealed. By section 115 of 
the Administration and Probate Act, 1890, ‘if any person has made, or 
shall hereafter make, any conveyances or assignment, gift, delivery, or 
transfer of any estate, real or personal, or of any moneys or securities for 
money, with the intent to evade the payment of duty under this part of 
the Act, in case such person should die, the property comprised in any such 
conveyance or assignment, or the subject-matter of any such gift, delivery, 
or transfer, shall upon the death of such person be deemed to form part of 
his estate for the purposes of this part of the Act upon which duty shall 
be payable. . . .”’ 

Tue Covrr (Cottins and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cotiis, L.J., said that the issue upon the information was whether the 
settlements were made with intent to evade the payment of duty under 
the Act. On the examination of one of the defendants it was elicited that 
he had adocument in his possession which, he must be taken to admit, was 
relevant to the issue, because he took the objection that it was privileged 
from production upon the ground that it came int» existence in the process 
of asking legal advice of asolicitor. Thedocument was, therefore, relevant 
to the issue whether what was done was done with intent to evade the 
payment of the duty. In his opinion the privilege, which was that of 
the client, did not cover relevant documents which came into existence in 
consequence of advice sought from and given by a solicitor as to how to 
evade the Act. 

Romer, L.J.,, concurred.—OounsgL, Ernest Pollock; S. A. T. Rowlatt. 
Souicrtors, Crowders, Vizard, § Oldham ; Freshfields. 

(Reported by W..F. Bargy, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


THE SACCHARIN CORPORATION (LIM.) v. THE ANGLO-CONTINENTAL 
CHEMICAL WORKS (LIM.). Buckley, J. 27th, 28th, and 30th March ; 
2nd April. 

Parent—OnemicaL Process—InrrincemMent—Ust Asroap—One Srace iN 

MANUFACTURE OF ARTICLE—IMPORTATION AND SALE oF Propvucr. 


This was an action for infringement of a patent by the sale of saccharin 
in this country manufactured abroad, one part of the manufacture being 
according to the patented process. The patent (No. 25,273 of a.p. 1894) 
was described on the specification to be for the manufacture of telorene 
sulpho-chloride from telorene, and especially of that product in its liquid 
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form, which was commonly known as orthotelorene sulpho-chloride, and 
was a coal tar product. This was not saccharin, but was necessary for the 
manufacture of saccharin. The defendants had imported saccharin and 
sold it in this country from two Swiss manufacturing firms, and his lord- 
ship found on the evidence that these firms had in the manufacture of the 
imported saccharin used orthotelorene sulpho-chloride, which they had 
manufactured according to the patented process. His lordship decided that 
the patent was valid, but the question arose whether under th» circumstances 
the importation of the saccharin into this country was an i ent of 
the patent. The defendants contended that as the manufacture of 
orthotelorene sulpho-chloride was the thing patented, and as it was 
saccharin, and not orthotelorene sulpho-chloride, which was imported, 
there was no infringement. 

April 2.—Bvcxtzy, J.—The grant contained in the Letters Patent is a 
grant to the patentee to make, use, exercise, and vend the invention, and 
to have and enjoy the whole profit and advantage by reason of it, and to 
the end that he may have and enjoy the sole use and exercise, and full 
benefit thereof, all others are precluded either directly or indirectly making 
use of it or any part of it. Accordingly, the cases of Elmslie v. Boursier 
(18 W. R. 665, L. R. 9 Eq. 217) and Von Heyden v. Neudstadt (28 W. R. 
496, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 230) decide that the importation of an article 
manufactured abroad according to the specification of an English patent 
is an infringement of the patent. Neither case entirely covers that before 
me, but the principle of them applies. If it was the last stage of the 
manufucture of the imported article that had been = ee there would 
clearly have been an infringement, and I think its no difference that 
there was the use of other processes subsequent to the use of the patented 
process. Injunction granted.—CovnsgL, Moulton, Q.C., C. A. Cripps, Q.C., 
J. @. Graham, and Colefazx ; Neville, Q.C., Roger Wallace, Q.0., Lord Robert 
Cecil, Q.C., A. J. Walter, and Bucknill. Soxrcrrors, J. H.§ J. Y. Johnson ; 
J. W, Asprey ; Deacon, Gibson, $ Metcalf. 

[Reported by Nevitie Tessurt, Barrister-at-Law.} 


SMITH ». BAXTER. Stirling, J. 20th, 21st, and 22nd Feb. ; 29th March. 


Easement — Licght— Ancient Licurs— Osstrruction — ALTERATION OF 
Dommvant TENEMENT — ABANDONMENT — Evipgnce — UNDERTAKING — 
Prescription Act (2 & 3 Witt. 4, c. 71), ss. 1, 3, 4. 


This was an action brought by several plaintiffs trading as Smith’s 
Printing and Publishing Agency for an injunction to restrain the defendant 
from obstructing the access of light to certain alleged ancient lights in a 
large building in Hutton-street, Whitefriars. The plaintiffs were under- 
lessees of the building for a term of twenty-one years from the 29th of 
September, 1892. Five small houses, which had formerly stood on the site, 
were pulled down in 1891, and the plaintiffs claimed in respect of certain 
parts of a skylight lighting the ground floor and of three windows on 
the first floor, all at the back of the present premises. These portious 
corresponded to three skylights oat windows respectively in the 
old houses, the former being in the same plane but Ift. Gin. 
lower than the new skylight, while the plaintiffs’ new first floor 
back wall had been set back 4ft. 6in. from the common boundary 
of the plaintiffs’ and defendant’s premises, the back wall itself being set 
back foyr feet only. It was proved that useful light had reached the 
ground floor of the old houses through the old skylights, and that a 
substantial quantity of such light now reached the ground floor of the new 
building through the new skylight, which was larger than the combined 
area of the old ones. As to the first floor windows, no one of which had 
been preserved in its entirety, sub-tantial portions of all three coincided 
with portions of windows shewn in a plan put in by the defendant, and it 
was proved (subject to a question of user) that a substantial quantity of 
useful light which would have come through the old portions now came 
through the new portions. As to user, it was admitted by one plaintiff 
that in two of the said windows large parts of the old area had been 
boarded up for over twelve months before the action was brought, to 
save accidents from printing machines, while the third window had 
been for a similar time covered with open pore - which materially 
interfered with the light. The boarding and shelving had been 
removed before the trial. It appeared that in 1898 the defendant, 
who owned low premises st the Pack of the plaintiffs’, desired to raise 
buildings against the party wall as high as the Building Act would Jet 
him. In the correspondence that ensued the defendant denied the 
existence of the right of ancient lights claimed by the plaintiffs. 
Eventually the defendant erected a hoarding in respect of which th- 
plaintiffs’ moved on the 4th of August, 1899, for an injunction to restrain 
the defendant from interfering with the alleged ancient lights and for aa 
order for the removal of the hoarding. The defendant then undertaking, 
without prejudice to any question, to remove the hoarding, it was orderei 
that the motion was to stand over to the trial. On behalf of the 
defendants it was submitted that the interference with the first flour 
lights was trivial. Cur. adv. vult. 

Srieuine, J., afver describing the lights, continued: The first point to 
be cotisidered is whether the rights which the plaintiffs would have had if 
they had been owners of the old houses, have been lost by reason of the 
alterations made in rebuildmg. A question arose whether evidence of the 
intention of those who rebuilt was admissible. Such evidence ap to 
have been considered admissible in Newson v. Pender (33 W. R. 243, 
27 Ch. D. 43), and I allowed it to be given. It was to the effect that the 


in the present case, and also (subject to the question reserved) to the first 


to the plaintiffs’ as above set ou 
and oe been removed before the trial; but it was con 
that under these circumstances the access and use of t claimed by 
intiffs to the first floor windows had not. been ly enjoyed for the 
ll period of twenty years mentioned in section 3 of the Prescription Act 
without interruption, that period being by section 4 the period next before 
the bringing of the present action. It was first of all said tha 
erection of the and shelving constituted an interruption within 
the meaning of the . The term “‘interruption,’’ however, has the 
same meaning there as in section 4, and refers to an adverse obstruction 
and not a mere discontinuance of user: Carr v. Foster (3 Q. B. 581), 
v. he Hight W. B.5, 13Q. B. D. 304, 307). It was then urged that the use 


E 


of the light had not been actually enjoyed for the statutory period. 
On this there are some decisions which ought to be referred to. It is 
not necessary, in order to the acquisition of a right to the access of 
light under section 3 of ee hee vor ty the cen las 
occupied or fit for occupation dur’ e period : v. 
(17 W. R. 466, L. R. 4 Ex. 126), Collis v. Laugher (43 W. R. 202; 1894, 3 
Oh. 659). In both cases it is ted out that there may be a user of light 
without actual occupation. v. Straker (37 W. R. 137,40 Oh D. 
21, at pp. 26-27) Kay, J., held that the ownerof a hav.ng windows 
with movable shutters acquired a right to light under section 3 of the 
Prescription Act if he opened the shutters at any time he pleased for the 
admission of light during those twenty years. The learned judge refers to 
what was said by Chavnell, B., in Courtauld v. Legh (supra), and remarks, 
“‘ The essential word in that sentence is fized, which obviously means either 
shutters that will not open or shutters that are never in fact opened during 
the twenty years.” It is expressly laid down that continuous user is 
not necessary. With this view of the law I entirely agree. This 
being so, it seems to me that the rule laid down in Hollins v. Verney 
(33 W. R. 5, 13 Q. B. D. 304) with regard to discontinuous easements 
applies to light. Before proceeding to apply that to the present case I 
wish to make two observations: (1) I think that non-user, which would 
not be sufficient to establish an abandonment of a right acquired, may be 
enough to prevent the acquisition of the right under the Act ; (2) I do not 
think that the user or non-user can be entirely determined b simply con- 
sidering whether an obstacle interposed to the right is fixed or movable. 
Fixedhess and mobility are elements to be a ao into consideration ; 
but the decision must turn on all the circumstances of each casé. 
Guiding myself by this rule, I have to deal with the boarding over of parts 
of these windows. Here the plaintiffs, beiog in occupation and carrying 
on their ordinary business, have for upwards of a year absolutely excluded 
from the rooms the light which arrived at these windows. I cannot see 
my way to say that there has been as to the portions of the two windows 
which were over a user of the light actually enjoyed for the 
rescribed period. On the other hand, the sheiving did not exclude the 
ight, but allowed a substantial portion of it to pass; and I think that a 
sufficient user is made out as regards the whole of the third window. It 
was then said that as regards the portions of windows which were boarded 
up, sufficient evidence had been given to establish a title under a lost 
grant. Itis laid down in 4 v. Glover (23 W. RB. 459, 10 Ch. App. 
283) that a plaintiff may establish his right in this way: see 
also the observations of Lord Blackburn in Dalton v. A (30 
W. R. 191, 6 App. Oas. 740). In the present case the action was 
tried without pl . The affidavits on the motion did not direct the 
attention of the defendant to this mode of org: 4 out a title. The 
plaintiffs’ evidence, however, did go to shew that the old cottages now 
pulled down did enjoy access of light to the windows for more than twenty 
years before they were pulled down. On the second day of the trial the 
plaintiffs’ counsel expressed his intention of availing himself of this right. 
Although the defendant’s counsel objected, I think it was open to the 
plaintiffs, subject only to the defendant having an opportunity of adducing 
evidence for the purpose of rebu' the umption which arises from 
twenty 3’ enjoyment. His then expressed his readiness to 
make a on to the follo effect —vis., that the plaintiffs were 
entitled to the enjoyment as ancient lights of such portions of the 
skylight and ows which formerly in the ground and 
first floors of the messuages Nos. 28, 29, and 30, Hutton-street as were 
a Pe ~#. ty boarded Fy erie tee portions wt the 
not subsequent up; and as re 
windows which were boarded up, either to allow the defendant to adduce 
evidence before the judgment was drawn up or to reserve the matter, giving 
either party liberty to apply. After some discussion and an undertaking 
by the defendant to give the plaintiffs a month’s notice of his intention to 
build and at the same time to produce his building plans, his lordship said 
that the plaintiffs’ rights would be amply protected by reserving them 
liberty to apply for an injunction based u: the above declaration.— 
CounsaL, FA H. Upjohn, Q.C., and W. F. Hamilton, QO.; C. B. &. 
Jenkins, QC., and C. H. Sargant. Soxicrross, James, White, § Lemard ; 
Ranger, Burton, § Frost. 
i‘ [Reported by W. H. Draven, Barrister-at-Law.] 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL (AT THE RELATION OF THE MAYOR, ALDER- 
MEN, &., OF THE BOROUGH OF MARGATE) v. THE COMPANY OF 
ORS OF MARGATE PIEX AND HARBOUR. Kekewich, J. 
8th . 





buildiug was not ere ‘ted iu accordance with the plan —— prepared, 
but in acesrdance with plans altered in order to preserve the ancient lights, 
both skylight and windows, in Nos. 29 and 30. From that the inf 

may be drawn that there was an intention to preserve the ancient |: 
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subsequent case of Scott v. Pape (34 W. R. 465, 31 Ob. D. 
such evidence is unnecessary. In my opinion, that applied to th 
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ights 
on rebuilding. It appears to me, however, that, regard be Arey to o 4 
a : 


The defendants were a company created by a private Act of Parliament 
1812, which provided (jater he) that thay should apply all rates and 


and , 
floor windows. [His lordship, passing mt, _ feo a referring 
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duties made payable to them by their Act—(1) In paying and discharging 
moneys due; (2) in payment of a sum long since paid off; (3) in paying 
any interest that might become due on any sums they might borrow under 
the Act, and afterwards in maintaining, regulating, repairing, and 
es the pier and harbour ; (4) and after such payments to pay a 
vidend not exceeding 10 per cent. in any one year to the 
sharebolders in the company; (5) and the surplus to be accumulated 
and annually set apart as a sinking fund, for future repairs and 
improvements, subject to conditions and restrictions therein stated, 
The plaintiffs brought an action against the company alleging that the 
, had not kept F posed accounts and had failed to carry to the 
t of the sinking fund sums which ought to have been so credited, and 
which they had expended otherwise in payments not authorized by the 
Act, and asked for an injunction and various declarations accordingly. 
The defendants (inter alia) pleaded in defence that they were protected by 
=. a = of the nt oe Protection Act of 1893. The 
er were very voluminous, but will for the purposes of this repor 

be F ee ~g ine — in the judgment. 4 spt 
EKEWICH, J., r ing that the plaintiffs were proper parties to 
bring the action and deciding various points not stented fo the present 
report, said: Then we come to a question of much ter importance, 
because so far we have only been dealing with an action brought against 
this cular company under the private Act of 1812. Now, however, 
we come to an Act of general nature, on the construction of which 
there is a great dearth of authorities. The short title of the Act 
to which I refer is the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, 
but its long. title is “‘ An Act to generalize and amend certain statutory 
provisions for the protection of persons acting in the execution of 
statutory and other public duties’; and if one is entitled, as the Master 
of the Rolls says in a recent case, to look at the short title in order to 

explain an Act of Parliament, one may, I think, for a similar p 

4 fortiori look at the long title. Section 1 (a) of the Act enacts that, where 
you are dealing with a body within the Act ‘the action, prosecution, or 
proceeding shall not lie or be instituted unless it is commenced within 
six months next after the act, neglect, or default complained of, or, in 
case of a continuance of injury or damage, within six months next after 
the ceasing thereof.” I will not enter into the question of time, or 
Giscuss the question whether this action could be brought within the Act 
at all, directed merely, as it is, to account. I might easily shirk the 
question I am about to consider and run off by saying that I 
propose to deal with that part of the case on a different ground, 
t the point has been raised, and is an important one, and 

I think that I should give a decision on it. The first section 
defines the scope of the Act in the following way: “Where, after 
the commencement of this Act, any action, prosecution, or other pro- 
is commenced in the United Kingdom against any person for 

any act done in pursuance, or execution, or intended execution of any 
Act of Parliament, or of any public duty or authority, or in respect of any 
alleged neglect or default in the execution of any such Act, &c.”” Now, the 
question is: Is the defendant company within the meaning of that clause 
and within the meaning of the long and of the short titles of the Act? 
The company, in a sense, came into existence long before 1812, when the 
pier and harbour were vested in commissioners, who also had the duties 
posed on them of looking after the cleansing, &c., of the streets, 
&c., of the town of Margate. These latter ure doubtless public 
duties, and have always been recognized as such, and if the 
commissioners still existed they would, no doubt, be within the Act. But 
in 1812 a severance took place. The municipal duties were kept by the 
commiseioners—now, since 1851, represented by the Mayor and Corporation 
of Margate—and the pier and harbour works, &c., were ves in the 
separate entity of the present defendant company created by the Act of 
1812, and having duties, liabilities, and privileges, &c., defined by that 
No doubt, in a sense, the pier and harbour of Margate are of 
interest and — to the public quite irrespective of the 
inhabitants of Margate itself, but so is a railway company, or a 
tramway company, or a canal of interest and importance to the public. 
Now, this company are to pay out of their earnings cer’ain charges 
and interest on charges, to keep up, maintain, and repair the pier and 
herbour, and then, beyond that, to pay interest on its capital, limited, 
however, to a divi of not more than 10 per cent. in a year, and then to 
accumulate whatever may be over and provide a sinking fund. It seems 
to me, then, that they are eseentia]ly a commercial company, inasmuch as 
Senter se = earn brag Ido not in this respect see any 
een them and a railway company incorporated b ial 

Act of Parliament with reference to the Lanie Caemes” Consolation ond 
other Acts. If left alone it is possible I might not know whether 
a railway company is within this Act. If the words of the long title to 
the Act were read literally they might mean that any company possessing 
powers to execute, and executing, public duties, statutory or otherwise, 
would come under the Act, but I cannot think that the Legislature ever 
intended that. The point, however, has been considered by the President 
in the case of The Ydun (1899, Prob. 236) in the Probate Division. 
_The question the President had there t> consider was whether 
a@ municipal authority discharging pete duties as to a harbour 
was, in reference to that Act, a public body acting in the discharge 
of public duties. He decided that it was, and that consequently it 
was protected by section 1 (2). But in the course of his judgment he said, 
jn commenting on the Act, ‘‘ It is not easy to see why a railway company, 
for example, & corporation which certainly does acts in pursuance or 
execution of an Act of Parliament, is not included, ‘This clearly 
however, is not what the Act means.” The Court of Appeal 
affirmed the judgment of the President, but did not touch upon 
bjs expression of opinion as to a railway company not being within 


the Act, which was not indeed necessary for his judgment, but I 
have here a distinct authority in the expression of his opinion, which I 
fully accept, and which enables me to construe the statute. Therefore ] 
follow him here and hold that this action will lie, and that the statute 
does not apply in this case.—Oounset, Macmorran, Q.C., Younger, Q.0., 
and A. James; Swinfen Eady, QC.. and Vaughan Huwkins. Soxicrrors, 
Warren, Murton, § Miller, for FE. W. Brooke, Town Clerk of Margate; 
Kingsford, Dorman, § Co., for T. Boys, Margate. 
[Reported by C. C. Henstry, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


ROBERTSON (Appellant) ». HARRIS AND ANOTHER (Respondents), 
Div Court. 10th April. 


Satz or Foop anp Drugs Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 63), ss. 6, 25— 
Satz or Foop anp Drves Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vicr. c. 51), s. 20, sun- 
sEcTION 4—Warranty —Contract To Suprty Minx. 

Case stated by the stipendiary magistrate (E. E. M. Welby, Esq.) for 
Sheffield. In this case two informations by the appellant, the medica! 
officer for the city of Sheffield, were laid against the respondents under 
section 6 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, charging respectively 
William Harris, a dairyman, that he unlawfully did sell by the hands of 
James Harris, his servant, to an inspector to his prejudice a certain 
article of food which was not of the nature, substance, and quality of the 
article—to wit, one pint of new milk—demanded by the purchaser, such 
article of food containing ten parts of added water to ninety parts of milk, 
contrary to the form of the statute in such case made and provided. 
The other information was against the aforesaid James Harris, milk 
vendor, charging him with a similar offence. At the hearing the following 
agreement in writing was put in as an answer to the informations under 
section 25 of the aforesaid Act and section 20, sub-section 4, of the Sale of 
Food and Drugs Act, 1899: ‘‘ 20th January, 1899: Hall Farm, Driffield. 
I, Sarah Sheldon, of the above address, agree to sell to William Harris, of 
682, Attercliffe-road, Sheffield, one thousand gallons of milk weekly in 
such quantities as arranged, the milk to be pure new milk delivered at 
Attercliffe, Masboro’ a Swinton Stations on the Midland Railway, 
carriage paid, at = r imperial gallon from the 2lst of January 
to the 3lst of arch, 1899, both inclusive; 7jd. per imperial 
gallon from the Ist of April, 1899, to the 30th of September, 1899, 
both inclusive; and 74d. r imperial on from the Ist of 
October, 1899, to the 2 of January, 1900, both inclusive.’ 
It was further proved that the milk had been purchased as new milk. ‘The 
learned magistrate was of opinion that the written agreement of the 20th 
of January, 1899, had in it a written warranty within the intention of 
section 25 of the Act of 1875 to the effect that the milk should be new 
milk inasmuch as it was specifically stated and agreed that the milk was to 
be “pure new milk,” and that as it had been proved that the two 
defendants had no reason to believe at the time when the milk was sold 
that it was otherwise than pure new milk and that it was sold in the same 
state as when it was purchased they should be discharged from the 
prosecutions in accordance with the provisions of section 25, and he 
therefore dismissed the information. The informant now appealed. The 
question for the court was whether in the written agreement dated the 
20th of January, 1899, there was or was not a written warranty 
within the meaning of section 25 that the milk must be new milk. 
In the course of the arguments the following cases were cited: ook v. 
Hopley (26 W. BR. 663, L. R. 3 Exch. D. 209), Harris v. May (32 W. R. 
595, 12 Q. B. D. 97), Farmers and Cleveland Dairy Co. v. Stevenson (60 L. J. 
M. ©. 70), Hotchin v. Hindmarsh (39 W. BR. 607; 1891, 2 Q. B. 181), Elder 
v. Smithson (57 J. P. 809), Laidlaw v. Willson (42 W. R. 78; 1894,1 Q. B. 
74), Iorns v. Van Tromp (64 L. J. M. ©. 171), Hawkins v. Williams (59 J.P. 

33). 

Tux Court (Riptey and Dar.ina, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Rimury, J.—The question was whether there was on behalf of the 
respondents a written warranty sufficient to satisfy section 25 of the Sale 
of Food and Drugs Act, 1875. That section provides that: ‘‘If the 
defendant in any prosecution under this Act prove to the satisfaction of 
the justices or court that he had purchased the article ia question as the 
same in nature, substance, and quality as that demanded of him by the 
prcsecutor, and with a written warranty to that effect, that he had no 
reason to believe at the time when he sold it that the article was otherwire, 
and that he sold it in the same state as when he purchased it, he shall be 
discharged from the prosecution.’’ It was found as a fact that the 
respondents had no reason to believe that the article at the time when sold 
was other than of the nature, quality, and substance demanded, but the 
question was, Had the respondent Williom Barris bought it with a written 
warranty. The agreement of the 20th of January was no doubt a warranty 
that the milk was to be pure new milk, but it is not sufficient to shew 
there was a general warranty. The statute says the article must be 
yer npee with a warranty. It is not enough to produce an agreement as 
n this case. There must be something written to shew that the warranty 
covers the particular article. This was clear from Harris v. May and 
Laidlaw vy. Wilson. Yn the present case there was nothing to shew that the 
penne agreement for the delivery of the milk covered the particular milk 

n question. Had this been shewn the statute would have been satisfied. 
Darutne, J., in delivering judgment to the same effect, said that he 


would have great difficulty in saying that this contract for a supply in 
futuro was a warranty at all, and he had doubts as to wh ther a written 
warranty must not relate to an article existing at the time when the 





warranty is given. It was, however, not necessary to give a decision on 
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that point. Appeal allowed ; case remitted.—Counsai, R. Brown, QC. ; 
F. J. Frankau. Soxicrrors, Richard Smith § Sons, for H. Sayer, Sheffield ; 
Gearve § Pease, for R. Fairburn, Sheffield. 


[Reported by E. G. St1ctwett, Barrister-at-Law.! 


CANNAN v. EARL OF ABINGDON. Div. Court. 3rd April. 


Locat GoVERNMENT—Bicycies AND TRICYCLES—PERSON ON BICYCLE PASSING 
over A Toit Barpce—Totit—Liasiiity To Tout as a ** CarRiaGe.’’ 


Special case stated for the opinion of the court by consent of the parties 
pursuant to an order of a master. The facts were as follow: In pursuance 
of an Act passed in the seventh year of George III., intituled ‘‘ An Act for 
building a bridge across the River Thames from Swynford, in the county 
of Berks, to Eynsham, in the county of Oxford,’ the Earl of Abingdon, 
the defendant’s predecessor in title, erected the bridge now known as 
Swinford Bridge, in the highway leading from Oxford to Cheltenham, in 
lien of an ancient ferry across the river, of which he was the owner 
and proprietor. This Act (amovgst other things) enacted that, in con- 
sideration of the great charges that the Earl of Abingdon, his heirs 
and atsigns, would be obliged to defray in erecting the bri and 
repairing and supporting the same, and also the loss which he and 
they would sustain by the ceasing of the tolls of the ferry, the bridge 
when built should be vested in the Earl of Abingdon, his heirs and assigns, 
for ever, with power to erect, from time to time, gates, turnpikes, or toll 
houses at or upon the bridge, and there have a right to demand tolls before 
any passage over the bridge shall be permitted, in the several sums 
following: ‘‘ For every coach, chariot, berlin, hearse, chaise, chair, calash, 
waggon, wain, dray, cart, car, or other carriage whatsoever, with four 
wheels, the sum of fourpence, and with less than four wheels the sum of 
twopence. For every horse, mare, gelding, mule, or ass, laden or unladen, 
drawing or not drawing, the sum of one penny. For — foot passenger 
whatsoever, the sum of one halfpenny. For every ox, bull, cow, steer, or 
heifer the sum of one halfpenny. And for every , Swine, sheep, or 
Jamb, the sum of one farthing.’’ Then there was the following proviso: 
* Provided always that no toll shall be taken for the driver of any coach, 
cart, or other carriage aforesaid, drawn by horses or other cattle, or for 
any person or persons riding in and bond fide belonging to the same, 
or for any one person riding upon any horse, gelding, mare, mule, 
or ass, but in case two or more persons shall be riding upon one 
and the same horse, &c., then one person only so riding (at the option 
of the keeper of the gate) shall be excused from the toll or duty, and 
all and every other person and persons so riding, and also apd 
every person and persons not bond fide belonging to such coach, cart, or 
other carriage as aforesaid, shall be liable to = same tolls and duties 
as if he, she, or they were passiug on foot.’’ e plaintiff is a member of 
the council of the Cyclists’ Touring Club and the defendant is the owner 
of the bridge and entitled to the tolls. On the 23rd of December, 1898, 
the plaintiff on several occasions passed over the bridge; on one occasion 
he was riding on a bicycle without any luggage or luggage-carrier; on 
another occasion he was riding on a bicycle having a valise or bag fitted to 
its frame for carrying luggage ; on another occasion he passed over the 
bridge riding on a tricycle without any luggage or luggage-carrier; and 
on another occasion he passed over the bridge riding on a “‘ tradesman’s 
tricycle’? having a box fitted to its frame ior carrying goods. On the 
17th of December, 1898, he again passed over the bridge, and he was then 
nding on a tricycle having a wicker-chair fitted to its frame, commonly 
known as a “‘ bath-chair tricycle,” in which another person was seated. 
On each of the five occasions the keeper of the toll-gate refused to allow 
the plaintiff to pass over the briage without payment of the sum of 
twopence as a toll, and the plaintiff paid the sum so on each of 
the occasions under protest in order to obtain over the bridge. 
He then brought‘the present action to recover the sums so paid 
under protest, and the present special case was stated to determine 
the point. The plaintiff contended that the Act did not authorize 
the defendant to charge him any toll on any of the first three occasions, or 
in the alternative that it did not authorize a greater toll than the sum of 
one halfpenny (as for a foot passenger) on any of these occasions ; and that 
on the fourth and fifth occasions it did not authorize any toll, or in alterna- 
tive a greater toll than one halfpenny on the fourth occasion and one penny 
on the fifth occasion. The defendant contended that all the bicycles and 
tricycles mentioned were chairs, cars, or i within the meaning of 
the Act, and were respectively liable to the toll of twopence. The ques- 
tions for the opinion of the court were with what tolls, if any, the defendant 
was entitled to charge the plaintiff by virtue of the Act when riding over 
the bridge : (2) Una bicycle without any luggage or luggage carrier ; (5) 
on a bicycle having a valise or bag fitted to its frame for 
luggage; (c) on a tricycle without any luggage or 1 carrier; ( 
on a tradesman’s tricycle ae a box fitted to its frame for 
carrying goods; (¢) on a bath chair tricycle in which another 
was seated. For the plaintiff it was contended that the section 
of the Act only applied to wheel carriages and that a bicycle or 
tricycle was not a ‘carriage ” within the meaning of the Act; 
that the case of a bicycle or tricycle was —_ & casus omissus, and that if 
the plaintiff was to be treated as riding he did not come within the Act at 
all, just as a man on a camel would not come within the Act, and that he 
could not be treated as a foot passenger, and that therefore no tolls were 
payable (Zaylor v. Goodwin, 27 W. R. 489, 4 Q. B. D. 228; Williams v. 
Ellis, 5 Q. B. D. 175; Hatton v. Treeby, 1897, 2 Q. B. 452), and that to be 
a “carriage”? within the meaning of the Act 1t must be something which 
is ejusdem generis with the other iages therein mentioned, which a 
bicycle would not be. For the defendant it was contended that the 
intention of the Act was that nothing should pass over the bridge without 


naturally pass over at the time this Act was ; and that although 
bicycles were not in use at that time, the s ‘‘or other carriage what- 
sotver ’’ were wide enough to include bicycles and tricycles. 

Tue Cover (BicHam and Paitimore, JJ.) held that although bicycles 
and tricycles were not in the contemplation of the when the 
Act was passed, yet that they had words wide enough to cover them, 
and that bicycles and tricycles were ‘‘carriages”’ within the me«ning of 
the words ‘*or other carriages,’’ and were therefore liable to the tolls 
charged as two-wheeled Judgment for defendant with costs.— 
CounseL, Macmorran, Q.C., and Alexander Glen ; A. B. Shaw. Sowtcrrors, 
Leslie J. Williams ; Witham § Co. 

[Reported by Sir Suzerston Baxen, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.| 


THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL v. THE EAST LONDON WATER- 
WORKS CO. Div. Court. 19th Jan. 


Fire Hyprants—User sy Waterworks Company ror OrHer Purposes. 


This was a special case stated in an action brought by the London 
County Council against the defendants fora declaration that the hydrants, 
fire-plugs, and apparatus — or to be provided by the defendants 
ursuant to section 32 of the Metropolitan Fire Brigade Act, 1865 
fos & 29 Vict. c. 90), and section 34 of the Metropolis Water 
Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vict. c. 113), or pursuant to either of those 
sections, ought not, in the absence of any agreement under 
section 4 of the London County Council (General Powers) Act, 1894 
(57 & 58 Vict. c. ccxii.), or, alternatively, ought not without the consent 
of the London County Council, to be used for any purpose other than the 
supply of water for extinguishing fires, or, alternatively, for any purpose 
other than the supply of water for extinguishing fires and the purposes 
specified in section 37 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, and for 
an injunction. The action particularly related to six hydrants, situated 
in five different roads. In and between the months of July and 
September, 1897, these streets were in the course of being paved and 
channelled, and the defendants from time to time, without having asked 
for or obtained the consent of the county council, used, and allowed those 
who were engaged in paving and channelling the streets, to use the 
hydrants for the purpose of —— a supply of water for these opera- 
tions from the defendants’ main. The hydrants were provided by the 
defendants under the visions of section 2 of the Metropolitan 
Fire Brigade Act, 1865, and were repaired at the expense of the 
council, or their predecessors, to meet the requirements of the fire brigade. 
Section 32 of the Act provides that every waterworks c.mpany to which the 
Act applies, ‘‘ shall provide at the expense of the (Metropolitan) Board (of 
Works) (of whom the London County Council are the successors), in any 
mains or pipes within the Metropolis, plugs (declared in the Metro 
Water Act, 1871, to include hydrants and other apparatus for a supply of 
water from the company’s pipes in case of fire) for the supply of water in case of 
fire at such places, of such dimensions and in such form as the board may 
require, and the fire brigade shall be at liberty to make such use thereof 
as they may deem necessary for the p of extinguishing any fire. 
The London County Council ( Powers) Act, 1894, s. 4, pro- 
vides that ‘‘it shall be lawful for the council to enter into and carry into 
effect any agreement with the companies supplymg water in London and the 
vestries and district boards of works in London or any of them respectively, 
with respect to the use of fire hydrants for flushing and other = sory 
And that the company owning the main or pipe with which the bh. it is 
connected and the local authority (if any) to whom the hydrant belongs 
shall be a party to such ent. Section 37 of the Waterworks Clauses 
Act, 1847, provides that the waterworks companies shall “‘ in all the pipes 
to which any fire-plug shall be fixed’’ ‘‘ provide and keep constantly laid 
on, unless prevented by frost, unusual drought, or other unay 
accident, or during necessary re! a sufficient supply of water for the 
following purposes (that is to say), for cleansing the sewers and drains, for 
cleansing and watering the streets, and for supplying any pablic pumps, 
baths, or washhouses.”” For the London County Council it was contended 
that they were entitled to the exclusive user of the hydrants for the 
purpose of extinguishing fires, while for the defendants it was urged that 
there was nothing in any of the Acts which restricted their powers with 
regard to the use of the hydrants, and a passa in the judgment of Esher, 
M.R., in Moore v. Lambeth phy pe A. Q. B. D. 462, at p. 465) 
was referred to in support of this proposition. A 
Tur Covrr (Bruce and Pumimore, JJ.) gave judgment for the 
defendants. se 
Brvee, J., eaid that the question for the opinion of the court was whether 
the hydrants or fire-plugs provided by defendants might, in the 
absence of any nen baa . County — (General 
Powers) Act, 1894 used for any o purpose than 
fires, He was of opinion that the question should be answered in the affirma- 
tive. There was no provision in any clause of the Acta which limited the water 


obligations imposed pany 
of providing water for public purposes, but he saw nothing to 

rights of drawing water for any purpose required. That being so, in 
answer to other questions put b special case, he held that such addi- 
tional user of water was not limited to the purposes specified in section 37 
of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, or to any other purposes ; that such 
additional user might take place without the consent of the London 
County Council, onl Gah cask right of user was not confined to the de- 
fendants themselves, but might with their permission be exercised by 
other persons. 

Purirmors, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CounsgL, 
English Harrison, Q.C., and Dugdale; Cripps, Q.C., and Acland. Soxicrrors, 





paying. First carriages were taxed; then the horses; then the foot 
passengers, and lastly the beasts, and those were the things that would 


W. A. Blaziand ; Bircham § Co. 
(Reported by P. B, Duayronp, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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1» «. .LAW SOCIETIES. 
“INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting, held on the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that meetings of the 
society be held in January and April, a cial general meeting of the 
members of the society will be held in the hall of the society on Friday, 
the 27th inst., at two o’clock precisely, to consider the subjects hereinafter 
mentioned. ‘ 

Mr. A. H. Hasttz will move: ** That the Council be and they are hereby 
directed to take all possible steps to ensure that in regard to business 
which persons other ,than solicitors are entitled to transact for reward 
(e.g., negotiations of sale of real estate) solicitors shall be entitled to make 
at least the same charges as are allowed to other a 

Mr: A.‘H. Hastrz will move: “‘ That bye-law No. 34 be and the same is 
hereby repealed.’ 

Mr. B. R. Haron will move: ‘‘ That a committee be appointed to in- 
quire into the advisability of having some co ry form of assurance 
among solicitors.”’ 

Mr. H: E. Grrssze will move: “That too 
between the commencement and trial of acti “the High Court, this 
meeting requests the Council to take such m a8 may seem to them 
ys rence to obtain the repeal of ord. 64, rr. 4 and 5, which prohibit the 

very of pleadings during the Long Vacation.’’ 

Mr. Cuarues Forp will move: ‘* That in the opinion of this society all 
the offices of the High Court of Justice ought to be open for the transaction 
of business during the whole of the Long Vacation, and this quite apart 
from any sho’ of the Long Vacation so urgently needed in the inte- 
rests of the due administration of justice.”’ 

Mr. Cuartes Forp will “‘ Call attention to the address on the Study of 
the Law recently delivered by Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy before the Liver- 
pool Board of Legal Studies, and will move that it be an instruction to the 
Council of the society to report specially to the next meeting of the 
society on the improvements, if any, contemplated by the Council in con- 
nection with the legal education of articled clerks.” 

Mr. Haxvey Cutrton will move: ‘* That it would be to the advantage of 
the society and a convenience to members if the meetings of the society 
were to commence at a later hour, and not earlier than 4 o’clock.”’ 

Mr. E. J. Trustram will move: ‘“‘That having regard to the fact that 
bankers and insurance companies are excluded from the Money Lending 
Bill now before the House of Commons, solicitors should be similarly 
“4 excluded, and that the Council be requested to take steps to this 
end. 








: the delay which occurs 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Denatine Socrery.—April 10.—Chairman, Mr. Archibald 
Hair.—The subject for debate was: ‘That the influence of Cecil Rhodes 
in South African affairs is a danger to the interests of the Empire.” Mr. 
Powers opened in the affirmative ; Mr. Dods opened in the negative. The 
fo lowing members also spoke : in the affirmative, Messrs. Fox and Tebbutt ; 
in the negative, Messrs. Corhoch, Johnson, Hart, and Eales. Mr. Powers 
having replied, there voted—in the affirmative 4, in the negative 7. The 
raotion was lost by 3 votes. 


Brirmincuam Law Srvpenrs’ Society. — April 10.— Mr. Herbert 
Williams, M.A., presiding. — A discussion took place on the following 
moot point: ‘‘A train travelling from X. to Y. has all its third class 
car full, but some of its first class carriages not full. A. who has a 
third class ticket gets into a full third class compartment at X., and stands 
up. Tickets are examined at Y., and the examiner on shutting the door, 
smashes A.’s thumb. Has A. aright of action against the company?” 
The speakers were: in the affirmative, Mesers. T. P. Orwin, OC. W. R. 
Astbury, C. R. M. Parr, W. C. Camm, E. A. B. Cox, and 8. J. Gateley ; 
and in the negative, Messrs. A. B. Whitfield, C. A. Chizzola, F. Yardley, 
T. F. Duggan, J. W. Hallam, and G. OC. Pearson. On the question being 
= to the meeting it was decided in the affirmative by the casting vote of 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Frepentcx Ocravivs Crump, Q.C., died on Sunday last at the age of 
59 years He was educated at Elizabeth College, Guernsey, and Queens’ 
Cale, Cambridge, and was called to the bar in 1867. He joined the 
South-Eastern circuit, and had an excellent practice as a junior. He was 
created a Queen’s Counsel in 1885, and not unfrequently appeared as leader 
in cases of some importance ; but, although we think too little has been 

2 of wo prey since he became a leader, it must be admitted that it 
did not e that which he obtained when a stuff gownsman. Mr. Crump 
was, d many years before, and up to his death, editor of the Law 
Times, and to his able and advocacy is mainly due the establish- 
ment of the General Council of the Bar. He was a fearless critic of the 
mode in which the judges and officers of the Queen’s Bench Division dis- 
charged their duties, and, in his editorial capacity, rendered many valuable 
services to the profession. 


E 





The death is announced of Mr. Joun Cuzrk, Q.C., in his eighty-fourth 
year. He was the third son of Sir George Clerk, of Penicuik, Midlothian, 
and was called to the bar in 1841, was created a Queen’s Counsel in 1868, 
and was elected a Bencher of his inn in the same year. 


Mr. Rosgrt Witu1am Hitman, solicitor, of Lyme Regis, Dorset, died on 
Sunday last. His father (who was several times Mayor of Lyme Regis) 
was a solicitor in that town. Mr. R. W. Hillman was admitted in 1854, 
and was for many years clerk to the magistrates. He was a leading Con- 
servative and an effective speaker at public meetings; and his admirable 
character and goodness to the poor rendered him very popular in the 
district. Some time ago he entered into partnership with Mr. A. T. M. 
Bond, and for many months he had been in failing health. His death is 
greatly regretted in Lyme Regis. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLurions. 


Freperick ATKInsoN and ArtHur AtTxinson, solicitors (Atkinson & 
Atkinson), Hastings, Bexhill, and Folkestone. March 31. The said 
Frederick Atkinson will in future carry on business as a solicitor under 
the same style as heretofore at Hastings and Bexhill, and the said Arthur 
Atkinson will in future carry on business as a solicitor under the same 
style as heretofore at Folkestone. 


Wiiiram Aveustus Canaries and Sipngy Hernerr Otay, solicitors 
(Charles & Clay), Retford. April 7. 


Ernest Harotp Watnweicut, Rosert Gorpon Poitock, and Arruur 
Hotsam O’Bryen-Taytor, solicitors (Wainwright, Pollock, & Co.), 37, 
Great St. Helen’s, London. March 25. So far as regards the said Arthur 
Hotham O’Bryen-Taylor. [ Gazette, April 13. 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that the Attorney-General has spent his Easter holidays in 
Paris, in order to be present at the opening of the Exhibition there, he 
being one of the British Commissioners. 


Lord Russell of Killowen, says the Daily Graphic, who presides at the 
Literary Fund dinner on the 2nd of May, atthe Hotel Cecil, will be supported 
by several of the judges and Queen’s counsel He will be the third Lord 
Chief Justice who has taken tue chair, his predecessors beiug Lord Chief 
Justices Campbell and Coleridge, nearly half a century and a quarter of a 
century ago respectively. 


The State of Massachusetts, says the Albany Law Juurnal, has an official 
ink for public records. A law providing for such an ink was passed four 
years ago upon the suggestion of the secretary of the commonwealth and 
the commissioner of records. They found that many of the public records 
were fading, among them the original manuscript of the State Constitution 
adopted in 1780. The Act passed four years ago made the secretary, as 
chief recording officer, responsible for the ink to be used for records in the 
commonwealth, and he took steps to find a suitable fluid for the purpose. 
The acceptable ink had to be able to withstand the action of the sun’s 
rays behind a glass covering for three months. Then it was decided that 
aseverer test than that should be applied. The ink had to withstand for 
three months not only the action of the sun shining through glass, but to 
withstand for six months, without any protection whatever, the action of 
the elements. And before this test was applied the paper containing the 
ink had been soaked in water, and then in alcohol, aud then in alcohol and 
water, to determine whether the colour would fade or spread. Strange as 
it may sesm, an ink was found that would withstand all these tests. It 
could be scorched by the heat and wet by the rain for six months, and also 
subjected all that time to every change of atmospheric temperature, and it 
would still be unchanged in strength and colour on the paper. 


A Parliamentary paper contains a copy of the proposed ‘‘ Bill to consti- 
tute the Commonwealth of Australia,’ as finally adopted. The portions 
relating to the judicature provide that the judicial power of the Common- 
wealth shall be vested in a Federal Supreme Court, to be called the High 
Court of Australia, and in such other federal courts as it invests with 
federal juriediction. The High Court shall consist of a chief justice, and 
so many other justices, not less than two, as the Parliament prescribes, 
who are to be appointed by the Governor-General in Council. The High 
Court is to have jurisdiction, with such exceptions and subject to 
such regulations as the Parliament prescribes, to hear and determine 
appeals from all judgments, decrees, orders, and sentences—(i.) Of 
any justice or justices exercising the original jurisdiction of the 
High Court: (ii.) Of any other federal court, or court exercising 
federal jurisdiction ; or of the Supreme Oourt of any State, or of any 
other court of any State from which at the establishment of the 
Commonwealth an ap lies to the Queen in Council: (iii.) Of the 
Inter-State Commission, but as to questions of law only—and the 
judgment of the High Court in all such cases is to be final and con- 
clusive. But no exception or regulation prescribed by the Parliament 
is to prevent the High Court from hearing and determining any appeal 
from the Supreme Court of a State in any matter in which at the establish- 
ment cf the Commonwealth au appeal lies from such Supreme Court to the 
Queen in Council, and no appeal is to be permitted to the Queen in Council 
in any matter involving the interpretation of this constitution or the con- 
stitution of a State, unless the pubic interests of some part of her Majesty’s 
Dominions, other than the Commonwealth or a State, are involved. 


It is also provided that in all matters—(i.) Arising under any treaty: (ii.) 
Affecting Consuls or other representatives of other countries: (iii.) In which 
the Commonwealth, or a person suing or being sued on behalf of the 
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Commonwealth, isa party: (iv.) Between States, or between residents of 
different States, or between a State and a resident of another State: (v.) 
In which a writ of mandamus or prohibition or an injunction is sought 
againet an officer of the Commonwealth : the High Court is to have original 
jurisdiction. 

At the Oxford County Court on Friday in last week, says the Zimes, an 
application was made by Henry Langham Brookes, solicitor, of Nether 
Worton, Oxfordshire, for his discharge in bankruptcy. The Official 
Receiver (Mr. George Mallam) in his report stated that the proofs received 
for dividend amounted to £13,556 Ils. 2d., and, as far as the Official 
Receiver had at the present time been able to ascertain, there were no 
assets available for costs or for distribution among unsecured creditors, 
consequently no dividend had been paid. The bankrupt was admitted a 
solicitor in October, 1890, and soon afterwards entered into negotiations 
for partnership with Mr. Kinch, then a solicitor at Deddington. The 
bankrupt’s capital in the firm was £1,500, and soon afterwards the 
bankrupt paid another £1,500 into the firm on condition of being 
paid an income of not less than £500 a year, and an increased 
share of Loreen The oy ol ; — — ~ Am . inde- 

dent investigation into the 8 , but accept partner’s 
ekes to the truth of the financial position of the firm. He also relied on 
the report of an accountant who was instructed to investigate matters 
on his father’s behalf before partnership. In February, 1898, Kinch 
absconded, and was subsequently made oe and the bankrupt was 
left with the firm’s assets and liabilities. e firm’s liabilities were 
£14,394 17s. 8d., and assets, not including preferential creditors, were 
estimated at £1,854 1s. 2d., leaving a deficiency of £12,540 16s. 6d. The 
separate assets of the bankrupt (there apparently being no separate 
liabilities) were estimated to produce £879 10s. A sum of £4,000 was 
found with which to pay the partnership creditors 4s. 6d. in the pound. 
His Honour Judge Snagge, in giving his decision, said that this was a sad 
and in some — a serious case. The debtor bad been already two 
years under the disability of the Bankruptcy Laws, and he must remain 
in the same condition for two more years from this date. Counsel for the 
debtor appealed to his honour to give the debtor his discharge if he 
consented to judgment for a certain sum. His honour said he would 
adjourn the application until the June court, and see what offer was made 
in the meantime. If matters remained in statu quo he was not likely to 
alter the view he at present took of the case. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Recistrars 1s ATTENDANCE ON 


Date AppEaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
: No. 2. Srixvine. KEKEwIca. 
Mr. Greswell Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
Church King 
Greswell Farmer Lavie 
Church King 
Greswell Farmer Lavie 
Church King i 
Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Byagne. Cozens-Harpy, FarweELu. Buck.ey. 
Mr. Pemberton Mr. Godfrey Mr. Pugh Mr. Beal 
24 Jackson Leach Beal Pugh 
Pemberton Godfrey Pugh Leach 
Jackson Leach Godfrey 
Pemberton Godfrey Pugh King 
Jackson Leach Beal Farmer 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters in Cuampers ror Easter Srrtines, 1900. 

__A to F—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Kaye ; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Pollock. 
; G to N—Mondays, ednesdays, and Fridays, Master MacDonell ; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Walton. 
2 to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Archibald; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master fe Smith. 

A to F—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions aseigned 
to Master Johnson are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 110, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

G to N—All meio by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Lord Dunboyne are to be made returnable before him in his own 
room, No. 112, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

O to Z—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Wilberforce are to be made returnable before him in his own 
room, Na. 179, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

The parties are to meet in the ante-room of ’ Chambers, and the 
summonees will be inserted in the printed list for the day after the 
summecenses to be heard before the master sitting in chambers, and will be 
called over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same manner as 
if they were returnable at chambers. By Orpgr or THE Masters. 








Warnine To rnTENDING Hovse Purcuassrs AND Lxssees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The tary 
Engineering Oo, (H. Carter, C.E., ae , 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.””—{Apvr.] 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


(See March 31, g) . : 
April 24.—Messrs. Beapet, Woop Co , at the Mart, at 2 :—City of London (adjoining 
street Railway Station) : 


Fenchurch- — sic well-known 
Bedford’s Sandwich Luncheon Bar, Solicitors, Messrs. Grimwade & Son, Had- 
Jeigh, Suffolk. (See advertisement, March 31, p. 6.) 
. —Messrs. a ee eo en A Gatswortay, & Co, yo 
3 London ° Drapers’ Company): 

tant © Buildi 1. : aaa ly valuabi ita a7) ‘ 
See advertisement, April 14, p. 3. y i 

April 96.—-Mesars. Hxnuixe, Sox, & Daw, at the Mart, at 2, in Lots, well-secured Freehold 

amounting to J . 


mtg Spt fap 3) See Spas pcchma 
April 27.—Mr. Faanx Swaty, at the at | :—81, Holland Park-gardens, W., a Freehold 
double-fronted i bay windows and modern conveniences, adapted for a 
‘ion. s, Messrs. Miller, & Steele, 








‘WINDING UP NOTICES 
London Gazette.—¥aipay, April 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarrgo 1s Caancerr. 

BiaEsciypacn LypustRiat Co-operative Society, Lontep —Creditors are copied. on or 
before April 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Charles Edwin Dovey, 33, Queen st, 

Ciypace Vacs InpustRiaL Co-operative Socitey, Lontrep—reiitors are nee uired, on or 
before April 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or 
claims, to Charles Edwin Dovey, 33, Queen st, Cardiff 

Cyc.omerer Co, Limirep —Creditors are req on or before May 11, to send their 
pames addresses, the of debts or claims, to Sydney Jeffreys, 
22, Queen st, Cheapside. Pyke, solor to company 


Gwawr y GwerTawye InpvusTRiAL AND Provipeyt Society, Limirep (Capeoch, ar Aber- 
dare) —Creditors are requi on or befure to send their names 
pe op (aan Ce eee ee © Edwin Dovey, 33, Queen st 

‘i 

Lee’s Vave or Aytessury Darry, Lumtep -—Creditors are rey on or before May 
22, to send names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Lee, 36, London st, Reading 

New Bezston Riu anp Components Co, Limirep —Peta for winding up, presented April 
3, directed to be heard April 26. Twist, 5, Bedford row, eolor for petner. Notice of 
eee 

A 25 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIE3 DISSOLVED. 


Faizxpiy Sociery or Farmers ayp TrApEsmeN, Queen’s Head Inn, Stradbroke, Wood- 
bri Suffolk. April 6 

Ho.uryeron anv Sitversiit Sociat axp Progressive Cyrus anp Instrtuts, Tivoli Forge, 
Battle rd, Hollington, Sussex. March 26 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep in CHANCERY. 


British Punt Acetylene Gas Synpicats, Litrren —Creditors are soanied, om or before 
June 1, to send their names ard address, the i of their or claims, 


, to th particulars 

+d Senay Doagins Eshelby, 24, North John st, Liverpool, Alsop & Co, Liverpool, solors 
‘or liq: 

Day 8 & Co, Liwrrep - Creditors are required, on or before Th: , May 24, to 
send their amos and aoe, = the Pariculars of A A 1 an claims, to John 

Rhodes , Temple bic e! or’ ay or for liquidator 

GrosveNor pomp om Exp nese ‘ERMINUS Horst Co, Liurtep —Creditors are 
required, on or before Tuesday, May 8, to names and and the 

particulars of their debts or clatms, to Henry Kimber, 5, Palmer st, W: 








To Soxictrors, Reat Estate Owngrs, AND RePRESENTATIVES.— We obtaiu 
Best Prices for all Quantities of Second-hand and Defective Rails, Scrap 
Iron, Old Plant, &c. We undertake to SELL for Clients, at a moderate 
commission, or to Purchase outright where necessary, all Iron, Steel, 
and Heavy Goods, Castings, &c. Highest references. Write or wire— 
Morpaunt Lawson & Co., Workington, Cumberland (Telegrams: Mor- 
diunt, Workington ; Telephone: No. 9), and Branches at Belfast, Bir- 
mingham, Carlisle, London, Liverpool, and Middlesborough.—[ Avr. ] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Tusspay, March 27, 


Groves, Wituiam Cuances, Abbeville rd, Cla pk April 3) Waltham Bros y 
Groves, Kekewich, J Corsellis & Co, ity ct, v lane 
Hesnarp, Feeperick Witttam, rye he April 25 Barber 


Oaks, A 
v Greig, Byrne, J — ictoria embankment 
Ross, Frepenick, Finner, Gen’ a May 10 Ross v Smith, Cozens-Hardy, J Curtis, 
Bedtord row 
London Gaszette.—Fripay, March 30. 
Isies, Nictiotas, Garstang, Lavoester, Licensed Victualler April 28 Ball vy Preston, 
’ Registrar, Preston Gideon, Lancaster 
London Gasette,—Tussvay, April 3. 


ioeney, Saat idponia's tan Salta, Goliciier April 30 Ingram vy Ingram, Kekewich, f 
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London Gazette.—Faipay, April 6. 


Hopasoy, Suonte, © oo none. 5 Mochpeal, meg = Ay Licensed Victualler May 9 
Forshaw, P: 
Lake, Grorce Eowan, Bde Watford, Hertford isa Darvill v Lake, Byrne, J 
Lake & Co, New sq, Lincoln’ 


London Gazette.—Tvespay, April 10. 


Freetu, Jouy, Fenian May 10 Attorney-General v Treasury Solicitor, Stirling, J 
Solicitor to the Treasury, Royal Courts of Justice, Strand 
, Kent. House ae May 10 Jackson v Kelsey, Cozens- 
R erkian: ote a oe D May 11 Rogers R Registrar, 
OGERSON, AK, ra SON V eTSON, > 
Preston Gaulter, Fleetwood pe slates 


London Gazette.—Frivay, April 13. 


Duicutox, Joux, Great Percy st, Clerkenwell, Builder + a 8 Ambrose v Deighton, 
Cozens-Hardy J Paterson & Co, Bouverie st, Fleet st 
Farrar, GEorGE, | ag Rothwell, Yorks, Joiner May 16 Farrar v Farrar, Cozens- 
y.J Smith, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Lipscompz, Joux, Dover April 30 Reakes vy Farmer, Kekewich, J Lydall & Sons, 
John st, Bedford row 


London Gazette.—Tcespay, April 17. 


Berry, Ricuarp, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Brick Maker May 14 Berry v B Cozens- 
Hardy, J ‘Frape, Brightcn , _ 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazette.—Tvrspay, April 10. 


Attzy, James, Congresbury, Somerset June7 Wood, Wrington 
Seng Soman, Berkeley, Gloucester, Wine Merchant J¥ne23 Goldingham & Lloyd, 
‘otton under Ed 


Batrtve, Joun, Birstal, Fork May 31 Scholeficld & Co, Batley 

Beows, Francis, Withdean, Patcham, Sussex May 15 Woods & Co, Brighton 

Butt, Lucy, Bromborough, Chester May 18 Morecroft & Co, Liverpool 

Buroess, Catuerixve Saran, Wimborne, Dorset April 20 Luff & Raymond, Wimborne 
CarrvuTHEss, ExtLeN, Bootle, Lancs, Ironmonger May 5 Thompson, Liverpool 

Cator, Lieut-Col pms Wim, Ollerton, Newark, Nottingham May 14 Jennings & 


Finch, Gra: ont 
Cuarz, Toomas amen alton, Lancs May15 Masters & Venables, Liverpool 
Cros, Mary Antrim, Bournemouth May1 Hotigson, Carlisle 
Davies, Exizasetu, Stoneclough, Lancs, Innkeeper May7 Walker, Bolton 
Davis, Massent * cameaes Martruev, Hyde Park gins May 26 Beaumont & Son, Gt 


chester 8 
Dossox, WILL1AM, Forest Gate, Essex, Jeweller May 7 Twyford, Moorgate st 
Dwcxett, James, Burnley, Lancs Mayi2 Southern & Fullalove, Burnley 
ee —— James, Junior Atheneum Club May 31 Johnson, Whitehall pl, 


Gant, Matitpa, Connaught sq, Hyde Park May 22 Roy & Cartwright, Coleman st 
Gitcnpist, Sopnta, Stokesley, York April 30 Carrick, Stokesley 
eee * saga E.izasetn, Woodberry grove, Finsbury pk May 15 Hubbard, 


jury 
Graxtram, Mary Arve, Little Steeping, Lincoln May 31 Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 
GairrirHs, Joux SmiTx, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler May 21 Bickley & Lynex, 


Horwoop, James Lawrence, Upton cum Chalvey, Buckingham May 8 Barrett, Slough 
Howanp, Jous Grorcr, Thornham, Norfolk, Carpenter May 12 Ward, King’s Lynn 
Howss, Wit.1am, New Swindon, Wilts, Surgeon May 19 Nowell, Chancery In 

Hyatt, Tuomas, Kinsham Bredon, Worcesters, Farmer May 8 Brookes & Badham, 


Tewkesbury 
Jonsson, WiLi14M, Sparkhill, Worcester, Grocer May 19 Jaques & Sons, Birmingham 
Jonxzs, Mary Ans, Dursley, Glos May 24 Hunt & Castle, Bristol 
Kink, Joszra Hexry, Sunderland May 12 Huntly & Foster, Sunderland 
Lester, Huan, Llandudno May 8 Chamberlain & Johnson, Birmingham 
Letts, Joux Roserr, Moseley. Worcester May19 Jaques & Sons, Birmingham 
Levert, Epwarp, Rowsley, Derby May15 Kingsford & Co, Essex at, Strand 
Makrnrort, Jouy, Colwick, Notts, Farmer May10 Fraser, Nottingham 
Margiort, Witiiam, Car Colston, Notts, Veterinary Surgeon May 15 Eking & 
Wyiles, N ham 
MaRsHALL, Jonny, Bottesford, Leicester May 15 Eking & Wyles, Nottingham 
MartTIx, ae Batene, Hoddesdon, Hertford May 19 Baker & Thorneycroft, Bishop’s 


’ 


Mason, Toomas Hewry, Ipswich June 5 Jackaman & Co, Ipswich 
Martuess, Joux Sxackitetox, Leeds May9 Harrison & Son, Leeds 
nme ate Henny, Threadveedle st May 14 Tathams & Pym, Frederick’s pl, 


Morsay, in Lezicu, Swansea, Wine Merchant May 26 Williams, Swansea 
Norsis, Esruen, Cuckfield, Sussex June 1 Stevens & Co, Brighton 

Owen, CatuEnive, Beaumaris, Anglesey May1 Jones, Bangor 

Paizstxat, Jonn, Leicester May 10 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

PaosseR, Exvizaveta, Maida Vale May 31 Colman & Knight, Raymond bldgs 


Reap, foe, Delon: ia, Holborn, Eating House Keeper May 14 Long & Gardiner, 


Revoate, WititaM, Birmingham May1 Lane & Co, Birmingham 

Bracu, Mrs Exizasetu, Hove, Sussex May 18 Eggar, Brighton 

Rirey, Stasey, Old Colwyn, Denbigh, Brewer May 30 Carr, Atherton 

Row anp, Busaxwan, Brendesbury May 12 Urquhart, Portedown rd, Paddington 
Satz, Mary Axs, Huddersfield May 20 Ogden, Manchester 

Batussury, Faynxy, Folkestone May 15>Salt & Sons, Belmont, Shrewsbury 
S:xon, Bacnax, Common Room, Gray’sinn May6 Maddisons, Old Jewry 
SuitH, Svsay Axxe, Edgbaston,'Birmingham May 21 Lee & Co, Birmingham 
Srevens, Axx, Langley, Bucks May7 Lovegrove, Windsor 





Stocks, Wit1aM, Halifax May 10 Longbotham & Sons, Halifax 

Sur.err, Exizasetu, Wootton Bassett, Wilts May 10 Smith, Gloucester 

Wuarrtoy, Joun Tuomas, Skelton Castle, York May 31 Trevor, Guisborough 

Waeeter, Exizaseta Marna, Thorley Lodge, nr Yarmouth, lof W May 19 Chandler, 
New ct, Lincoln’s inn 


Witiiams, Garret, Accrington May 5 Haworth & Broughton, Accrington 
om, Ane Karuenixe, East Bridgford, Nottingham April18 Beaumont, Not- 
gham 


London Gaszette——Fripvay, April 13. 
doves, Gzorcr, Chesterfield, Derby, Ironmonger Junei Stanton & Walker, Chester- 


eld : , 
Sees, Pedi, Hemel Hempstead, Herts May 31 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn 


fi 
Armytacg, Mary, Rochdale May 15 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
ean Rev Wituam Periz, Staunton on Arrow, Hereford May 10 Temple & 


Bapwatt, Banez ea Nottingham May 24 Burton & Briggs, Nottingham 
Batt, Ricnarp, Llandenny, Mon May1 Williams & Tweedy, Monmouth 


Bipputrs, Fanyy CaarLorre Myppe.toy, Brighton May 7 Martineau & Co, Theobald’s 
Gray’s inn , 
BottanpD, Acyes, Ben Rhydding, York April 30 Simpson & Simpson, Leeds 


Botuayp, Gzorce, Apperley Bridge, York April 30 Simpson & Simpson, Leeds 
Bowey, Tuomas, Kington, Hereford May10 Temple & Philpin, Kington 

Burrery, Gzorce, Camden Town May 20 Howe & Rake, Chancery In 

Burrow, Wii114m, Lyonshall, Hereford, Yeoman May10 Temple & Philpin, Kington 
Burce, Witu1am Enzas, Poole, Dorset, Waggon Builder May 8 Aldridge, Poole 
Gamer Epwarp Goppaxp, Lieutenant R H A May 31 Field, Old Queen st, 


CuIveRs, Tnonas, Waterbeach, Cambridge, Farmer May 12 Symonds, Cambridge 
Cow ez, Witt1aM, Stroud, Glos May 15 Davis, Stroud 
Cunvett, Grorce Ricnarp, Kew, Surrey, MD May 24 Mills & Co, Finsbury sq 
Davey, Saran, Liverpool May 13 Bielby & Welby, Liverpool 
Fagmay, Heyry Surri£xp, Salhouse, Norfolk, Grocer May 13 Goodchild, Norwic 
Foran, Rev James, Blackhill, Durham, Clerk May10 McCartan, Durham 
GansipE, Mary, Droylsden, Lancs May8 Richards & Hurst, Ashton under Lyne 
Goopiap, Gzorce Martin, Harrowrd Junell Colman & Knight, Raymond bldgs 
Gray, Katuerine Mania, Nottingham May25 Green & Williams, Nottingham 
Grirritus, Briay, Kingsland, Hereford May10 Temple & Philpin, Kingtor 
Guerin, Josern Antaur, Taunton May1 Sheppard & Meyler, Taunton 
Hanps, Saran, Herbert st, New Northrd May10 Jaques & Son, Birmingham 
Irvine, ‘—y Middlesborough, York, Foreman Roller May 22 Faber & Co, Stockton 
on Tees 


Jounstox, Fawcett, Crosby, nr Maryport, Cumberland June 1 Tyson & Hobson, 


Kwyicut, GzorcE Sipney, Barnes May 19 Nowell, Chancery lo 
LamornAIx, JEAN CHARLES ALEXANDRE SALLANDROUZE DE, Paris May 18 Rehders & 
a - 


Mincing In : 
Siensee EuizaBetn Mary, Hove, Sussex May10 Eggar, Brighton 
Maprey, Francis Curistorner, Llandudno, Carnarvon May 15 Chamberlain & 
Johnson, Liandudno 
Ma vert, Cuarves Cuipiey, Southend May 15 Croft & Mortimer, Coleman st 


Manzrtin, James, Walton on the Hill, Lancaster, Gardener May 12 Betham, Southport 
Masoy, Cuarves, Luard st, Caledonian rd May 31 Walker, Quality ct, Chancery ln 
Metuiss, Exten Ayve, Croydon May 21 Hyland & Co, Cannon st 

Neat, Canorise, Kingston upon Hull Juneé Scott & Cooper, Hull 

NeA.t, Ex1za Any, Kingston upon Hull June 6 Scott & Cooper, Hull 

Neat, Freperick, Kingston upon Hull June6 Scott & Cooper, Hull 

Newsotp, Ravrpn Taytor, Bury, Lancs May 12 Bertwistle, Bury 

Parkman, Henry, Cowes, lof W May 15 Edell & Gordon, King st, Cheapside 
Parr, Maria, Redland, Bristol May 19 Benson & Co, Bristol 

Parrripce, CATHERINE, Duddeston, Birmingham May16 Pritchard, Birmingham 
Pavw, peraue Kaas, Victoria Hotel, Northumberland avy June 19 Drake & Co, 


a Crarrer, Teddington May10 Burton & Son, Blackfriars rd 

Pimiotr, Mary Ayn, Streatham May12 Slater & Co, Manchester 

Pinyicer, Tuomas Lewis, Stanton Bt Pamaeet, nr Pewsey, Wilts, Timber Merchant May 12 
Goodale & Hobson, Essex st, Strand 

Prart, Raveu, Southport, Brick Manufacturer May 30 Wall, Wigan 

Pricz, Cuar.ortTs, Bournemouth May31 Tomlin & Son, Old Burlington st 

Price, Rosa Exvizasetu, Bournemouth May 31 Tomlin & Son, Old Burlington st 

Prizstman, Any, Harrogate, York May 29 Peach & Titley, Harrogate 

Prince, MarGaret, Study Bonsall, Derby May 12 Slater & Co, Manchester 

Rawpawt, Guisetma, Tunbridge Wells May 4 Harris, Tonbridge 

Rei, Caroung, Croydon May 26 Ruddle & Co, Southampton bldgs 

Rusurortn, Witiam, Birstal, York, Farmer May10 Bedford & Hirst, Bradford 

Scrimsuaw, Harriet, East Retford, Nottingham May 25 Mee & Co, Retford 

SuiTn, Estryer Ayn, Newton Moor, Hyde, Chester May 26 Dftnkwater & Co, Hyde 


Sroxes, Harry Goprrey Fo.anp, Hertford, Coal Merchant May 28 Sworder & Long- 
more, Hertford, Herts 
Swain, Evisua, Accrington May 81 Bunting, Accrington 


Taswett, Tuomas, Lichfield May 10 Birch & Birch, Lichfield 

Tuomrson, SaRau, Sunderland April 30 Walker, Sunderland 

Titty, Joun, Rowley Regis, Stafford, Boat Builder May 17 Davies, Netherton, Dudley 
Tomi, Jous Leonarp, Old Burlington st May 31 Tomlin & Son, Old Burlington st 
Tainper, Mrs Haneiet, Kennington Park rd May 2t Burton & Son, Blackfriars rd 
Voe.tter, Consap Heryricu, Clapham May 25 Goldberg & Co, West st, Finebury 


circus 
Wane, Emma Lypia, Croydon May 14 Webb, Bucklersbury 
Warsoyx, Hanzizt, Kingston, Surrey May 15 Clapham & Co, Devonshire sq 








Ba 
Br 
Bu 


Co 
Ev 
Ev 
Fr 
Fi 


Go 


Mc 
M 
M: 
M: 


Os: 








handler, 


it, Not- 


Thester- 


in’s inn 


mple & 


obald’s 


agton 


een at» 


ockt xn 


obson, 


ders & 


ain « 


port 
In 


& Co, 


May 12 


Long- 


Judley 
n st 
rd 
nebury 


April 21, 1900. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 44.] 399 








Warsox, Wittiam Hewry, Minsted, nr Stedham, Susser May 18 Johnson & Son, 
Midhurst 


WeeEpALL, ToomasBroTHErton, Southport May 14 Worden & Ashington, Southport 


WEuE, Zosenen Curist1An JAKos, Renningen, Wurttemberg May1s Rehders & Higgs, 
Mincing In 

WESTMORELAND, WiturAm Cuarves, Salisbury, Wilts, Rate Collector May13 Hodding 
& Jackson, Salisbury 

Wuitr, Jamea, Forest Gate May 14 Barrett, Leadenhall st 


Witxisson, Emma, Huddersfield May 26 Piercy, Huddersfield 

Witirams, Witisam, Crewe, Chester May 12 Hill, Crewe 

Wis, Rosrat, Kiag’s Lynn, Norfolk May 31 Partridge & Co, King’s Lynn 

Witney, Even, Green Lanes, Finsbury Park May 24 Mills & Co, Finsbury sq 
Wirney, Writuram, Green Lanes, Finsbury Park May24 Mills & Co, Finsbury sq 

Wor .cke, Exit Jonann Luowie, Charlottenburg, nr Berlin May 13 Selim, Mincing In 
Youyc Henry Ciark, Ashton on Mersey, Chester May9 Nadin, Manchester 


London Gazette.—Tvrspay, April 17. 
Attrort, SamuzL Blakemore, Moseley, Worcester May 17 Wragge & Co, Birmingham 
Barnes, James Ricuarpson, Chirk, nr Raabon, Denbigh May 31 Bailey & Sons, Bolton 
BagtLetT, WILL1AM Frank, Plymouth, Cattle Dealer May 1 Stevens, Plymouth 
CooreR, Joun, Leicester, Tallow Chandler May 19 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 


Emanvet. Maximitan Emm, Frankfort on the Maine, Germany, Stockbroker May 2i 
Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury circus 
Fa.ion, Patrick, Liverpool "May 81 Grace & Co, Liverpool 





Fovracre, Marx, Manchester, Beerhouse Keeper May 14 Ledgard & Co, Manchester 
Groner, Saran Mania, Walsall May 15 Williams & Son, Birmingham 
Gites, Jonny, Craven st, Strand, Architect May 12 White & Leunard, Bank bldgs, 


‘Ludgate circus 

GREENGRASS, Waasam Freperick, Stowmarket, Corn Merchant May 19 Hayward & 
Son, Stowmarke' 

Hancock, HargietT Bins Southampton May 28 Emanuel, Southampton 


Hotiasxp, Huser, Exeter, Devon May5 Beauchamp & Gallaher, Worcester 

Hoveuron, Tuomas, Ashton under Lyne May 19 Whitworth & Co, Ashton under Lyne 

Kyox, Col the Hon Wiiu1am Srvart, Gloucester pl, Portman sq June2 Minet & Co, 
King William st 


ing 
Marp.eseck, WriiuiaMm, Doncaster May 13 Baddiley, Doncaster 


Paer, Le Hvurtston, Madeley, Stafford, Surgeon May 20 T & E Slaney, 
Newcastle 
Popmore, Mary, Hinstock, Salop May 31 Heane, Newport, Salop 


Potty, Marcaret Tyers Weer, Brandon, Suffolk May 15 Hanbury & Co, New 
Pu mB Hove, Brighton April 28 Kingsford & Drake, Ashford, Kent 

Rice, Freperick Greorce, Penge, Surrey May 25 Stoneham & Sons, Fenchurch st 
Rupp, Epwiy, and Anye Rupp, Great Torrington, Devon Mayi12 Lawman, Bideford 
Srarr, Mary Tress, Canterbury May19 Kingsford & Co, Canterbury 

Wuire, ALexaypeR Camppett, Cheltenham May26 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 
Wuirs, James, Forest Gate, Essex May 14 Barrett, Leadenhall st 














BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette,—Fripay, April 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Barnes, Joux, New et st, Builder High Court Pet 
April 10 Ord April 10 

Britrain, WALTER, aE Lancs, Plumber Salford Pet | 
Aprilll Ord Pek | 

Bupp, Jouy, Bricklayer Leeds Pet April7 Ord | 
April 7 


Ciacer, Wittiam, Wanstrow, St, Hotel Keeper 
Frome Pet March 27 Ord April 

Co_uisepoy, Hersert Stvart, Tan, Bedford Luton | 
Pet March 24 Ord April 10 


Evans. Cuarves, Petersfield, Hants, Butcher Portsmouth | 


Pet April9 Ord April 9 
NS fihangel Ararth, Carpenter Carmar- 
then Pet April10 Ord Aprii 10 

FeRnyHouaeH, wn F bad Somerset, Grocer Bristol | 
Pet April9 Ord A 

Fiacx, Joun Epwakrp, =. Joun Corsy, Northampton, 
Shoe Manufacturers Northampton Pet April 6 P Ord 
April 6 

Gowine, WALTER aye Norwich, Grocer Norwich Pet 
Aprilil Ord April 11 


Ho.ianp, THOMAS, Louniasten, Carpenter Leominster Pet | 
April9 Ord Apri 9 

Hunt, Angiur Georce, 2 + toad Merchant | 
Birmingham Pet March5 Ord April 

James, Donan, G:oucester, Corn Merchant eieseiiie Pet | 
April 9 Ord April 9 

Key, James, ram Travelling Draper Leeds Pet April 10 | 
Ord April 10 

Lambert, Brown & Co, Windsor ct, Monkwell st High | | 
Court Pet March13 Ord April 10 

Lioyp, AL¥RED Mansk1, Pentre, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
vet April10 Ord April 10 | 

LonowortH, CHARLES HERBERT, Sy Estate Agent | 
Manchester Pet April2 Ord April 10 | 


McCiement, Bexsamin, Wallasey, Cheshire. Boot Dealer 
Birkenhead Pet March 29 Ord April 10 

McQuikz, Frank, Nottingham, Painter Nottingham Pet 
April 9 Ord April 9 

Marspen, Wannaan Foster, Dore, Derby, Commercial 
Traveller Sheffield Pet April9 Ord April 9 

Mason, GrorcE rts Se rough, Piumber Lincoln | 
Pet april9 Ord April 9 


Osnorne, Grorck DanreEt, py Ee Engine Duiver | 
Pontypridd Pet Aprilil Ord April 11 } 


Paiy, Samvuet, Sandbach, Cheshire, Blacksmith Maccles- 
field Pet April5 Ord April 5 

Paiturs, CHARLES ——4 Princes st, Oxford circus, 
Bookmaker h Court Pet April9 Ord April 9 

PLank, L ~ Ley Sun ~ Stockbroker 
Sucderland March 17 Ord April 

PoLLarp, Ry pons R, Partington, Chester, Millhan d 
Manchester Pet april10 Ord April 10 

Poo.s. Witi1AM, Crewe, Fitter Nantwich Pet April 11 
Ord April 11 

Porter, WiLL1AM JOHNSTON, ppogen, Grocer Liverpool 
Pet Apriill Ord A April 11 


QuinTRELL, Witt1am, Camborne, Cornwall, General Dealer 
Truro Pet April 10 Ord April 10 


Roperts, James, Croydon, Accountant Croydon Pet 
Aprilé Ord April 6 

Roserrson, CHARLES ARTHUR, or Horse Dealer 
Brighton Pet April 11 Ord April 

Rows, Tuomas, — Plumber bradford Pet April 
10 Ord April 10 

Rowsett, ArTaur Foatz, Yeovil, Accountant Yeovil 
Pet April 10 Ord April 10 


Satcuwitt, Ratpn Otver, Bolton, Iron Fitter Bolton 
Pet A) 9 Ord April 9 


Suitx, Josern, Murton, Durham, Miner Sunderland Pet 
April7 Ord April 7 





| Writs, Epwaro Joux, eg af 
ril 9 


| Barnett, Sipney, Battersea Bridge, Commercial Traveller 


| CasswE.t, Hewry, Forest Gate, Essex, ime aaa Director 


| Ev ans, THomas Manningham, Bradford, 


Sowpen, Water, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet April 11 
Ord April 11 

Sranpripce & Sox, Upper Warlingham Surrey, Coil Mer- 
chants Croydon Pet March 18 Ord April 10 

Tuomas, Davin, Briton Ferry, Glam, Butcher Neath Pet 
April 10 Ord April 10 

Trrcums, Witt1am Marcerrs, Birmingham, Wholesale 
Fruiterer Birmingham Pet April9 Ord April 11 


Sanpers, Henry, Mayals, ap Sastem. Farmer April 25 at 
12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Baxpens. Sanau Jane, Ashby de la Zouch, a 
Builder April 20 at 3.15 Midland Hotel 

8 = nowng Ty Bolton, Fitter April 23 

ATCHWILL, Ratra OLver, Tron 

at3 16, Wood st. Bolton 

Sxoox, Epwry, Dorset, Builder April 21at1230 Off Rec, 
Endless st, Salisbury 


ee ae L re Abergavenny Tredegar Pet April | | Srev vENsON, J Joux, owns, Mon, Draper April 20 or 2.30 
PD’ 


| Wagsurtoy, Exworr, and Wittie Warsvrros, Wibsey, | 


oo Grocers Bradford Pet April 10 Ord | 

il 10 

Wesser, Witrrip Martiy, Penzance, Picture Framer 
Truro Pet April9 Ord April 9 

Berks, Carpenter 

Wiiiams, Jouy, L nllibio, yl Farmer Bangor 
Pet April 9 Ord April 9 

bate Bradford Bradford Pet April 9 Ord 

pril 9 

Wnricat, Herserr, Luton, Beds High Court Pet April 9 

Ord April 9 


Windsor Pet A Ord A 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arnor, ALEXANDER, Florence, Pembroke, Grocer April 
20 at 12.45 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 


April 23at 1130 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


April 25 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care’ 
Coenick, Ricwarp, boty _ Solicitor” April 25 at 11 
——— bldgs, Carey 
uthsea ‘April 28 at3 Off Rec, Cambridge 
"june, Hig High st, Portsmouth 


Davies, Rowianp Francis, Hafod, Glam, Carpenter 


5 tay Two atti trek, 
Ww. Ww LLIAM THomas Soosh, outhampton, Dairy- 
man april 24 at 11.30 Off Stee 172, High st, 


Southampton 

Syumons, Freperick Water, Boscombe, Southam; 
Draper April 23 at 3 Room 53, Bankruptcy 
Carey st 

Troop, Taomas Manyinc, Old Kent rd April 25 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Waseee, oan 7 Derby, Draper Apri 24at8 Off Rec, 47, 

ull st, Derb 

WEbpBER, \Fnsue Martix, Penzance, Picture Framer 
April 23 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Woop, Rates, Bradford April 27 at 11 Off Rec, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


| Atten, Epear Coopsr, and iw Aten, Hendon, 
Builders Barnet Pet March 3 i 


-—_ 


ers 

Austrix, 4uy Resecca, and Mary Jang wn Sua, Doncaster 

Fancy Drapers Sheffield Pet March 15 Ord April 10 

Raman, Pos Jouy, a gt Broad st, Builder High Court Pet 

Brittain, , ¥-- 4 Lanes, Plumber Salford Pet 
April 11 


Ord april ll 
Bupp, Joun, Leeds, Bricklayer Leeds Pet April7 Ord 





April 244t12 135, High ‘st, Merthyr Tydvil 

Davirs, Samvet, Tipton, Iron Moulder ‘Apiil 2®atil Off 
Rec, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Diss, Cuarves. Kingston upon Hull, fae April 20 | 
atil Off Ree, Trinity House ln, Hi | 

Evans, Cuarves, Petersfield, Hants, nies April 23 at | 
3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth | 

Grocer Apri! 26 
at 12 Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Evays, Wiiu1am, Haverfordwest, Fn neal April 20 at 
12'30 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Fiercuer, Arruur Morley, York, Game Dealer April 20 | 
at2 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs Batley 

Govipex, Witt1am Fraycis, Llantwit in, Glam, 
Butcher April 24 at 12 Off Rec, 117, 





Hitrcarnes, Davip, and Freperick Puartiirs, Maesteg, 
Glam, Bakers April 27 at 10 Off Rec, 117, St Mary | 
st. Cardiff 

Hosxiys, Ricnarp, Swansea, Driver April 25 at 2 Off | 

$1, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Jongs, Joux, Pontygwaith, Glam, Colliery Weigher April | 
23at3 135, High st, Merthyr Ty 

Jones, THomas Henry, Cymmer, Gua Grocer April 21 | 
atll Off Rec 31, ‘Alexandra rd, S Swansea 

Jones, WiLLiaM MATHETES, Swansea, Co ial Travell 
April 20 at 11.30 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Iscoy, Viapmmr pe LEMLENIN, pageenten, Artist April | 
25 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Laster, Huserr, Dover, Saddler April 25at 11 Off Ree, | 
9, King st, Maidstone 

Lonawortn, CuaRLes Hersert, Manchester, ee Agent | 

april 20 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manches 

Owe ae Ricuarp, Crumlin, Mon, Grocer rey 20 at 12.30 

Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Peover, Samvuet Osporne, Bee, | Mon, Grocer April | 

20at3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

toon Frepenio, Li ord st, Blackfriars, India Rubber | 
Merchant py sen 25 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Puan, Evuis, Aberdovey, Bootmaker April 24 at 12.30 
Townhall, Aberystwyth 

Quixy, Fraxcis Joseru, Battersea April 23 at 12 
Railway : app, London Bridge iad 





Burrows, Cuartes Epwarp, st Without, 
Solicitor High Court Pet Oct 14 April 10 


Redhill, Surrey, Builder Croydon 


Dumeien, . ~y" Luton, Beds, omy Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet April5 Ord April 11 

Drxoy, oon Sutherland av, Maida a Merchant High 
yurt Pet March 20 Ord April 7 


| Evans, olbos bay 1 Hants, Butcher Portsmouth 
Pet April 9 


| Evays, 7 
marthen 


Pet April 10 Ord Agila 


| Carrick, James Josepn, Redhill, 
Pet March 9 Ord 


| FrrEDLANDER, Jacos, Canonbury High Court Pet Feb 22 
S Mary of, Ord April 7 


| Gowsse, \ = 9 Joux, Rata, Grocer Norwich Pet 
| euaae, JosEPH, | Gree, Doncaster, Pawn- 
brokers Pet March 8 Ord April 10 


| mtanver, Joux, Tiverton, Plumber Exeter Pet Oct 19 


Ord April 3 
| Hottanp, Tsomas, Leominster, Carpenter Leominster 
Pet April9 Ord April 9 


| JAMES, Donatp, Gloucester, Corn Merchant Gloucester 


Pet April9 Ord April9 
| Key, ee Sansa Leeds Pet April 10 
Lawron, Epmuxp Arruva, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer 
Lv icester Pet March 


= Ord ay oN 
| Lioyo, ALFRED on, oe Grocer Ponty- 
pridd Pet April 1 


ond pail 10 
| Me Kenzig, Egeuen, Somme, Gannon Publican High Court Pet 
| MeQe icine Pha Seeiaguam, Painter Nottingham 
Manspex. Wattace dl Dore, Derbys, Commercial 
Traveller Sheffield Pet April9 Ord 9 
Masoy, Grorcr Henry, Lincaln 
Pet April@ Ord 
Osnornxe, Grorncs Dantet, Engine Driver 
Pontypridd Pet April 11 "Oot Reet 
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Parm pm, Sandbach, Chester, Blacksmith Maccles- 
field Pet April5 Ord April 5 
Puts. os Henry, Great at st, Bookmaker 
Court Pet April9 Ord Ap 
Prank, Grorct Detmar, Sunderland, Stockbroker Sunder- 
land Pet Marchi17 Ord A 


Pottagp, GrorGcr ARTHUR, “irtington, Chester Man- 
chester Pet April10 Ord A 
a, mee Crewe, Fitter Nantwich Pet April 11 


Porter, Wii14m Jounston, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool 
Pet April 11 Ord April 11 

QurrTRELL, Wit114M, Camborne, Seoul, General Dealer 
Truro Pet April 10 gg ated 

Reaan, Jonn, Devonport, Refreshment house Keeper 
Plymouth Pet March 26 Ord April 11 

Poserts, JAmMEs, ——— Proving Croydon Pet 
April 6 Ord April 10 

Rown, Tuomas, Bradford, Plumber Bradford Pet April 
lo Ord April 10 

SaTCHWILL, RALPH peer Bolton, Iron Fitter Bolton 
Pet April9 Ord April 9 

Situ, Josepx, Murton Colliery, oe Miner Sunder- 
land Pet April7 Ord April 7 

a, ba Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet April 11 


Swirt, _ +l ee Auctioneer Rochdale Pet 
April6 Ord April 1 

— ie B pm te Die, Glam, Butcher Neath Pet 
April 1 

Vor —~ ae Epitx, , Tredegar Pet April 


Wietendl ieeeen. and WILLIc WarsBuRTON, Dae 
Grocers Bradford Pet April10 Ord April 10 

Wesser, —_ Bw ne, Picture Framer 
Truro Pet April9 Ord A) — 

Weis, Enwarp Joux. Windsor, Carpenter Windsor 
Pet April9 Ord April 9 

‘Wiss, ALFrre Birkenhea’ Book-keeper Liverpool Pet 
March 14 April 

Wiis , & Penteivion, Anglesey, Farmer Bangor 
Pet April9 Ord April 9 

Woop, ta Bradford Bradford Pet April 9 Ord 


Wricat, , Luton, Beds, Straw Hat Blocker 
High Court Pet April 9’ Ord April 9 


London Gazette-—Tvrspay, April 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Cant. Jouy Tnomas, and Harry Samvuet Cant, ne am 
Pet April1l Ord April 
Fraser, Norman Watpen, Fsmond rd, Bedford Park 
Brentford Pet March 14 Ord April 11 
Hicxs, Grorc: Re New —— Kent, Butcher 
ester April 12 Ord April 
Morratt, Be Herperr, Blackpool, penowenes 
Walsall Pet March 15 Ord April 10 
— a Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet April 12 


Moore, Ernest Wituiam Freperick, Burwell, ‘we 
ane Carter Cambridge Pet April 12 


Norman, Jonun Wittiam, a Dorset, Carman Poole 
Pet April12 Ord April 12 


Payne, E Mazrsaatt, Birmingham, Farmer Kidderminster 
Pet March 30 Ord April 12 

Patgy, Rosert, —— Yorks, Grocer York Pet 
April pril 12 


12 Ord A 
Sart, Groner, ton, —_ Grocer Stoke upon Trent 
Pet March 18 April 11 
Savess, Frizasetn, Ipswich Ipswich Pet Aprilill Ord 
April 11 


Tuomas, Jonn Wuittow, Lambston, Pembroke, Farmer 
Pembroke Dock Pet April12 Ord April 12 

Warp, Atsert Epwarp, ed Chemist Bradford 
Pet March 30 Ord April 12 

Wurtz, Witt1am Henry, Pengam, Glam, Commissio: 
Agent Merthyr Tydfil Pet April 11 Ord April 11 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asranams, Soromon, and Jacop Sitperc, Leeds, Slipper 
Manufacturers A April 25 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
8 


Bupp, Joux, Leeds, Bricklayer April 25at11 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, is 
Caswett, Epwarp, aeiete, Draper April 25at12 Off 
Ree, win st, B: 
Gopset sd Pies Oo aon te, Bootmaker April 25 at 
rere terbury - 


Hi coc ce, Wins eon super Mare, Grocer April 25 


at 12,15 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
J =o Hewsy, Liverpool, Builder A) 25 at 12 
°™ Of Ree, 85, Victoria st, Liverpool la 


Mappockx, Hersert Wuirttey, Clifton, Bristol, Florist 
April'25 at 12.30 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Potiarp, Grorcse Antuur, Partington, Chester, Mill-hand 
‘April 27 27 at 2.80 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Retve, Ricnarp eae Reap, Romford rd, Forest Gate, 
Brewer A April 26 at 12 Bankruptcy bl bldgs, Carey at 


Guns 3 Joqmet rr Colliery, Dur! Miner April 24 
mK, 
naman OSEPH, Wats Off 
Ree, 8, Albert rd, Midiiesborouch oe 


SuNpERLAND, Cuaries, Luddenden, nr Halifax, Clog Sole 
Manufacturer Apt 25 at 3 Off Rec, Townhall 
chmbrs, Croesley st, Halifax 

Tuomrson, Wittram Henry, Liecard, Chester, Produce 
Broker April 25at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 'st, Liver- 


West, Groner Stu, and Witiiam Henny Piccort, Herne 
Bey, Builders April 25 at 1130 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


va Isaac, gi ® Grocer April26at12 Off Ree, | ~— ey AC, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet March 28 
8t Mary st, Card | Ord April 11 

Youre Suliaie Krexitanp Muwyns, Broadstairs, Kent, 

| Builder Canterbury Pet 


ADJUDICATIONS. Feb 26 Ord April 6 
Apranams, SoLomon, and Jacos = 7 et Losin, 
Manufacturers Leeds Pet March 27 April 








Bram.ey, Henry, iatoaten, Cul Menthant gn Pet 
March 29 Ord April 11 

Cant, Joun Tuomas, and Harry Samvet Cant, Felix- | 42] letters intended for blication in th 
pon Suffolk, Butchers Ipswich Pet April11 Ord ; . ” a 


ll es . 
Donrorp, Witt1am, Landport, _ Egg Merchant Ports- |  “‘ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 


mouth Pet March 23 Ord A: 
E.isoy, THOMAS, ait iat dog and Hucu ArTaur by the name of the writer 
26 


Dyson. Blackburn, Builders Blackburn Pet March 
Ord April 12 
Harsorrie, Rosert ha Gateshead, Durham, t emsend ‘ m ‘ ° ° 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 13. Ord A Where difficulty ts experienced in procuring the 
Hicks. Grorce Henry, New a, ne B Butcher y ™ ’ 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 


Rochester Pet April12 Ord April 12 
_- a Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet April 12 
) 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


DP. 
Moors, Exxest Witi1am Freperick, Burwell, Cambrid, 
Hackney Carter Cambridge Pet April 12 Ord 


April 12 
Norwax, Jony Wittam, Pool Carman ave Sas 
°mPet April 12 Ord April 12 Sum, Poole | Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 


Parry, Ropert, Harrogate, York, Grocer York Pet 
April 12 Ord April 12 
ee EuizanetH, Ipswich Ipswich Pet April1l Ord 
iil 
Srevenson, Jouy, Ne , Mon, Draper Newport, Mon 


Pet March 15 Or April ll 
Taytor, Jouy, Ormskirk, Farmer Liverpool Pet March 
8 Ord April 12 


cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxntorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s. Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s, 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Waitt, Wittiam Henry, Gilfach Pengam, Commission 
‘Agent Merthyr Tydvil Pet April 11 Ord April 11 
Whitksrzap, Frvest Grorce, Kent, Farmer 

Rochester Pet March 30 Ord April 12 





Solicitors’ Journal & Weekly Reporter. 


The General Contents of the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL comprises Ovrzenr Torics ; 
Leapine Articies; Reports or Oasgs or THE Week (furnished by Barristers in the various Courts) ; 
Reviews or New Law Books; CorresPpoNDENCE ON Martrers or ProressioNaL INTEREST; New Russ 
anp Orpers, with explanations of their effect; Pznpinc Lxcisiation ; LecisLaTion or THE YEAR; 
APPOINTMENTS AND OsrtuaRy ; Reports or MgeTInGs AND ProceEepines oF Law Societies; GAzerres, 
&c.; Summary of the Legal News of the Week; and epecial attention is bestowed on furnishing 
early copies of all New Rules, Orders, and Court Papers. 


The WEEKLY REPORTER contains full reports of the facts, argumente, and judgments in 
all the important cases decided in the House of ae the Privy Council, the Court of Appeal, each 
of the Divisions of the High Court, and the Court of Bankruptcy. Every effort is made to publish 
the reports as speedily after the decision of a cage as —- Subscribers to the WeekLy RePorter 
receive a copy of the Annual Digest, and a copy of all the important Statutes of the year. 











NEW VOLUMES COMMENCED ON NOVEMBER 41, 1899 
ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTIONS, WHICH MUST BE PAID IN ADVANCE: 


me JOURNAL and WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 52s.; post-free, Single 
umb Is. 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL ONLY, 26s.; Country, 28s ; Foreign, 30s. 4d.; Single Number, 6d, 
WEEELY REPORTER, in wrapper, 26s.; Country or Foreign, 28s. ; Single Number, 6d. 








OBRDAaR FORM. 





1900. 





Please send the Sorscrrors’ Journau and WeEK.y Reporter from_ 


I enclose cheque for______________., my Subscription 


until countermanded, 


, a 








The Jourwat aro Reporter con be ordered from any date, and back numbers of the current volumes can be supplied, 





Cheques and Post Office Orders payable to H. Vituzks. Office: 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
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